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Essence of Human Freedom is a fundamental text for understanding Heidegger's view of : 
ck philosophy and its relationship to modern philosophy. After a preliminary discussion of 
problem of freedom and its relationship to philosophy, Heidegger devotes Part One } 


marily to the meaning of ‘being’ in Greek metaphysics, thus providing the framework for 


interpretation of Kant’s treatment of freedom and causality in Part Two. Ἷ 


no other work by Heidegger do we find as detailed a consideration of Kant’s practical ; 


losophy as given in the present text. Further, in no other” work “is Heidegger's 
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erpretation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics presented with comparable thoroughness. 


summer of 1930. 
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ortant philosophers, whose work, particularly Being and Time, has influenced not only 
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RANSLATOR’S FOREWORD 


This book is a translation of Vom Wesen der menschlichen  Freiheit: 
Einleitung in die Philosophie, first published in 1982 (2nd edn 1994) as 
Volume 31 of Martin Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe. The text is based on a 
lecture course delivered by Heidegger at the University of Freiburg in the 
summer semester of 1930. As the title indicates, the fundamental theme 
of the course as a whole is the essence of human freedom. However, after 
a preliminary discussion of the problem of freedom and its relationship to 
philosophy in general, Heidegger devotes Part One of the course primar- 
ily to the problem of being in Greek metaphysics, this providing the 
framework for his interpretation of Kant’s treatment of freedom and 
causality in Part Two. In no other work by Heidegger do we find a 
comparably detailed consideration of Kant’s practical philosophy as that 
given in the present text. Further, in no other work is Heidegger's inter 
pretation of the key Chapter 10 of Aristotle’s Metaphysics © presented 
with comparable thoroughness. 


Information on the origin of the German text as printed in the 
Gesamtausgabe can be found in Hartmut ‘Tietjen’s Afterword to the ori- 
ginal edition (pp. 207-8 of this volume). ‘The reader of the present 
translation should bear in mind that Heidegger did not originally intend, 
nor at any time did he prepare, this lecture course for publication. As is 
also the case in resp 


ct of other posthumou 


y published lecture courses 
by Heidegger, the German text does not have the character of a polished 
work, often exhibiting a roughne: 


s and stylistic irregularity indicative of 


oral presentation. My translation attempts to remain as close as possible to 


Heidegger's actual words, remaining faithful to the unfinished nature of 
the text while giving due attention to readability. 

It is well-known that Heidegger's language poses formidable difficulties 
for the translator, difficulties that are compounded when one is dealing 
with texts derived from lecture manuscripts and transcripts. Insertion of 
the original German in square brackets within the translation 
of drawing attention to specific problems, but this pract 
extensively, could easil 


5 one way 


ed out 


overburden an already complex text. Accordingly 
I have sought to minimize 


such insertions, for the most part restricting 
them to especially significant occurrences of operational terms and 
to words whose etymological interrelations Heidegger is seeking to 
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highlight. However, I have provided an extensive English-German 
Glossary, which, while not an infallible guide, should answer most queries 
yerman word is being translated at any particular point. I have 


as to what 
also attached a short Greek—English Glossary. 

One translational decision requires specific comment, especially as it is 
reflected in the title of this volume. In line with most previous transla- 
tions of Heidegger and other German philosophers I have rendered 
“Wesen’ as ‘essence’. It should be kept in mind, however, that when 
Heidegger uses ‘Wesen’ in connection with freedom, truth, and the 
human being, he does not mean the same thing as the Latin ‘essentia’, 
which refers to the ‘what-ness’ or ‘essential nature’ of something. Instead, 
in such contexts Heidegger wants to convey the original verbal meaning 
of ‘Wesen’. For example, since freedom is not a ‘thing’, the ‘essence of 
freedom’ does not refer to anything fixed and static, but rather to an 
irrence’ wherein the human being actively ‘appropriates’ its proper 


‘oc 


being. 

‘The frequent passages of Greek, particularly in Part One, are usually 
translated or paraphrased by Heidegger himself. Where this is not the 
case, I have given standard English translations in the footnotes. Other 
footnotes are from the editor of the German edition, who as well as giving 
bibliographical references sometimes puts supplementary material from 
Heidegger at the bottom of the page. The approximate page numbers 
of the German edition are given in square brackets at the foot of each 
page. 

References to and quotations from Kant’s writings have been given 
according to standard English translations (occasionally modified), 
with the approximate pagination of the German ‘Akademie’ edition in 
brackets; however, references to the Critique of Pure Reason (abbreviated 
CPR) follow the standard numbering system of this particular work. 

‘The Kant translations used are as follows: 


Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, 
trans. Norman Kemp Smith, London: Macmillan, 1933. 


Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten: Foundations of the Metaphysics 
of Morals, 

Kritik der praktischen Vernunft: Critique of Practical Reason. ; 
Both translated by Lewis White Beck in Jmmanuel Kant: Critique of 
Practical Reason and Other Writings in Moral Philosophy, trans. and 
ity of Chicago Press, 1949. 


edited by Beck, Chicago: Univ 
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Kritik der Urteilskraft: Critique of Judgement, trans, Werner S. Pluhar, 
anapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1987. 


Inc 


De mundi sensibilis atque intelligibilis forma et principiis: Dissertation on 
the Form and Principles of the Sensible and Intelligible World, trans. 
John Handyside in Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation and Early Writings on 
Space, London; Open Court, 1928, 


Prolegomena zu einer jeden kiinftigen Metaphysik: Prolegomena to Any 
Future Metaphysics, tans. Paul Caurus (extensively revised by James 
W. Ellington), in Kant’s Philosophy of Material Nature, Indianapoli 
Hackett Publishing Company, 1985. 


For assistance in the preparation of this translation I would like to thank 
Dr Marnie Hanlon. Valuable comments have also been received from 
Prof. Parvis Emad and Prof. E-W. von Hermann, 


Ted Sadler 
August 2001 


PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS 


δ 1 The Apparent Contradiction between the ‘Particular’ Question 
Concerning the Essence of Human Freedom and the ‘General’ 
Task of an Introduction to Philosophy 


The theme of this introduction to philosophy is already signalled in the 
title of the lecture course. It is the essence of human freedom. We 
treat of freedom, more specifically, of human freedom. We are to treat of 


are to 


man. 
So we shall be considering man and not animals: not plants, not 
material bodies, not the products of craft and technology, not works of art, 
not God, but man and his freedom. 
‘Those things just listed as outside or alongside man are as familiar to us 
as man himself. All these things are spread out before us and we can 


inguish various items one from another. Yet we are also acquainted 
with that in which, despite every distinction and difference, all things 
is, and everything 


agree. Everything we know is known as something that 
that és we call a being [ein Seiendes|. To be a being [Seiendes zu sein] is 
what everything we have mentioned, primarily and in the last instance, 


has in common. 


‘The human being, whose freedom we are going to consider, is one 
being among all the others. ‘The totality of beings is what we usually call 
world, and the ground of world is what we commonly call God.' If we 
bring to mind, however indefinitely, the totality of known and unknown 
beings, at the same time thinking specifically of man, it becomes clear 
ngs occupy only a small corner within the totality. Set 
a 


that human bi 


before the forces of nature and cosmic processes this tiny being exhibits 


hopeless fragi before history with its fates and fortunes an ineluctable 
powerlessness, before the immeasurable duration of cosmic processes and 
of history itself an inexorable transitoriness. And it is this tiny, fragile, 
powerl 


treat. 


and transitory being, the human being, of whom we are to 


— its 


Further, we shall examine just one of this being’s propertie: 


‘World’ and ‘God’ are here intended as noncommital words for the totality of 
beings (the specific totality of nature and history: world) and for the ground of the 
totality (God). 
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Preliminary Considerations 


freedom — and not its other faculties, accomplishments, and character 
istics. With the topic ‘the essence of human freedom’ we strictly bind 
ourselves to the examination of one particular question (freedom) which 
for its part is related to one particular being (man) within the totality. 
Yet treating thi: 


topic is supposed to be an introduction to philosophy. 
From such an introduction we expect to gain a view of philosophy in 
general, i.e. of the totality of its questions. In this way we want to gain an 
overview of the entire field of philosophy. An introduction to philosophy 
must provide an orientation to the most general features of philosophy; it 
must avoid the danger of losing itself too much in particular questions 
and thereby distorting the view of the whole. ‘To be sure, there may be 
particular questions within philosophy. But an introduction to philosophy 
must from the very beginning attempt to bring the whole into view as 
such, 

‘To attempt an introduction to philosophy by way of the question of 
human freedom, to seek an understanding of philosophy in general by 
immediately diverting into a particular question: this is clearly an impos- 
sible undertaking. For the intention, and the means of its realization, are 
opposed to one another. 


a) The ‘Particularity’ of the ‘Topic and the ‘Generality’ 
of an Introduction to Philosophy 


‘The particular is indeed different to the general. The theory of differen- 
tial equations is not mathematics as such. The morphology and physiology 
of fungus and moss is not botany as such. ‘The interpretation of Sophocles’ 
Antigone is not classical philology as such. The history of Frederick the 
Second is not medieval ἢ 


, the treatment of the 
problem of human freedom is not philosophy as such. 
And yet how do we begin, for 


tory as such. Likewi 


xample in mathematics? We do not start 
with the theory of differential equations but with the calculation of 
d 
whole, never the mathematical as such. In philology we begin by reading 
and interpreting specific individual literary works and not with philology 
as such or with the literary work as such. So in all the sciences: we begin 
with the particular and concrete, not in order to remain and get lost at this 


fferentials, i.e. we treat this topic in particular and not mathematics as a 


level, but so that we can proceed to the essential and universal. The 
particular is different to the univer: 


al but this difference does not imply 
cont 


fiction or mutual exclusion. On the contrary, the particular is 


aly 


the particularity of one thing, namely of the universal contained 


{2-3 


§ 1. The Apparent Contradiction 3 


sal is always the universality of the various 
y it. We must therefore always look to the par- 


within it, and the πη νοὶ 
particulars determined ἢ 
ticular if we wish to discover the univer: 
treatment of a particular problem — in this case human freedom ~ to the 
an impossible under- 


sal. ‘Io press forward from a 


universality of philosophical knowledge is in no v 
taking. Instead, this is the only fruitful and scientific method for an 
introduction to philosophy. It is the method that every science natu ally 
adopts. So the task of these lectures is quite in order. 

provided that philosophy foo is a science and as 
ientifie method. But 


Such is the situatio: 
such remains bound by the guiding principles of s 
this assumption is erroneous. ‘To be sure, many people strongly 
it, and not by accident. Why this presupposition of the scienti 
of philosophy is unjustified we cannot now discuss. 

We shall consider this one thing only. Originally the totality of beings 
was called material nature, living nature, ete. Science divides all these 
beings ~ the totality of world and God — into different domains, which are 
then distributed among the particular sciences. Nature is the concern of 
mathematical physical theory. History (man) is the concern of historical 
systematic cultural science. God is the concern of theology. Since no 
specific domain of beings is left over for philosophy, the latter can only 
concern itself with all beings, and indeed precisely as a whole. If every 
science is necessarily restricted to one and only one particular domain 


insist upon 


ic character 


then philosophy clearly cannot be a science and has no right to call itself 
one. This consideration is not meant to decide the issue of whether 
philosophy is or can be scientific but only to show that there are 
reasonable grounds for at least questioning and disputing this a ssumption. 
of thus disputing the scientific character of 


From the possibility 
philosophy we conclude only that it is not so certain that in philosophy we 
should follow the scientific procedure of setting out from a particular 
question — the problem of freedom -- in order to achieve the desired 


‘introductory’ general orientation to philosophy. 
‘The view that this latter procedure, owing to its scientific character, is 
also suitable and necessary for philosophy, rests on another presupposition, 


namely that the question concerning the essence of human freedom is a 
special or particular question. Such an opinion has common sense on Its 


a particular prop 


side. We ourselves began by indicating that freedom 
erty of man and that man is a particular being within the totality of 
beings. Perhaps that is correct. ‘The question concerning the essence of 


human freedom is nevertheless not a particular question. But if this is so, 


if the topic of these lectures is not a particular question, then we are not at 
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all in a position to set out from a particular question in order to arrive at 
something universal. 


b) Broadening the Question Concerning the Essence of Human 
Freedom towards the Totality of Beings (World and God) in the 
Preliminary Discussion of ‘Negative’ Freedom. Specific Character 
of Philosophical as Distinct from Scientific Questioning 


But why is the problem of freedom not a particular question? At this point 
it can only be roughly indicated why the problem of freedom, from 
the very outset, cannot be treated as a particular question. Among the 
definitions of the essence of freedom one has always come to the fore. 
According to this, freedom primarily refers to autonomy. Freedom is 
freedom from . .. Daz dine ist vri daz dé an nihte hanget und an deme ouch 
ntht enhanget. 


* This definition of the essence of freedom as independence, 
the absence of dependence, involves the denial of dependence on some- 
thing else. One speaks, therefore, of the negative concept of freedom, 
more succinctly of ‘negative freedom’. Clearly then, this negative freedom 
of man is fully defined by specifying what man is independent from, and 
how such independence is to be conceived, In earlier interpretations 
of freedom this ‘from what’ of independence has been experienced and 
problematized in two essential directions. 


« Freedom from ... is independence from nature. By this we mean that 
human action as such is not primarily caused by natural processes; it is 
not bound by the lawfulness of natural processes and their necessity, 
‘This independence from nature can be grasped in a more essential way 
by reflecting that the inner decision and resolve of man i ᾿ 


in a certain 
respect independent of the necessity which resides in human fortunes. 
From what was said above we could call thi: 


independence from nature 
and history an independence from the ‘world’, where the latter is 


understood as the unitary totality of history and nature, Not always, but 
precisely where a primordial consciousness of freedom | 


been 
awakened, a second negative concept of freedom goes together with the 
first. 


2. According to th 


s, freedom means independence from God, autonomy in 


‘Meister Eckhart, “Von den 12 nutzen uns 


Vystiker des vierzehnten Jahrhunderts, edited by ΕἸ 


edn, Gotungen, 1914. p. 379, Z. 7/8). 


herren lichames’ (Deutscher 
nz Pfeiffer, Volume ‘Two, 3rd 
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relation to God. For only if there is such autonomy can man take up a 
relationship to God. Only then can he seek and acknowledge God, hold 
to God and take upon himself the demands of God. All such being 
toward God would be in principle impossible if man did not possess the 


possibility of turning away from God. But the possibility of turning 


toward or turning away from already presupposes a certain independ- 
ence and freedom in relation to God. So the full concept of negative 
freedom amounts to independence of man from world and God. 


So when we treat of the essence of human freedom, albeit as under- 
stood only in this negative way, i.e. when we really reflect upon this 
double independence, we must necessarily keep in mind that from which 
man is independent. World and God are not just accidentally or contin- 
gently represented in the negative concept of freedom, but are essentially 
included in it. If negative freedom is the topic, then world and God 
necessarily belong to the topic as the ‘from what’ of independence. But 
world and God together constitute the totality of what is. If freedom 
becomes a problem, albeit initially only as negative freedom, then we are 
necessarily inquiring into the totality of what is. ‘Vhe problem of freedom, 
accordingly, is not a particular problem but clearly a universal problem! It 
does not concern any particular thing, but rather something quite general? 


Let us see. 

Not only does the question concerning the essence of human freedom 
not limit our considerations to a particular domain, it removes Limits; 
instead of limiting the inquiry it broadens it. But in this way we are not 
setting out from a particular to arrive at its universality. For world and 
God are not the universal over against man as a particular. Man is not a 
particular instance of God in the way that the alpine rose is a particular 
instance of the essence of plant or Aeschylus’ Prometheus a particular 


instance of tragedy. 

‘The removal of limits lead: 
and God, in the midst of which man himself is situated, and in such a 
ands in a relationship to world and God. It thus becomes 


s us into the totality of beings, ie, world 


way that he 


completely clear: the question concerning the essence of human freedom 
relates neither to a particular nor to a universal. ‘This question is com- 
erent to every kind of scientific question, which is alw 


pletely di 
confined to a particular domain and inquires into the particularity of a 
universal. With the question of freedom we leave behind us, or better, we 
do not at all enter into, everything and anything of a regional character. 
This difference and distinctiveness of the question concerning human 
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freedom, namely that it leads into the totality of beings, marks it out as a 
specifically philosophical question. 
If every scientific question and every science as such are in their 


nee restricted to a region, and if the question concerning human 
freedom in its proper meaning forces us into the totality of beings as 
then this question cannot be a scientific one. For not only in a quantitative 


such, 


but also in a qualitative sense, no science has the breadth of horizon to 
encompass the unitary whole which is intended (albeit unclearly and 
indefinitely) by the question of freedom. 

Awkward as the question might be for us, if we are really intent on 
asking it we necessarily stand, from the very beginning and from the 
ground up, somewhere altogether different to the standpoint of every 
rience, whether past, present, or future. 


already shown that the 
problem of freedom is not a regionally limited particular question. ‘To be 
sure, it will be replied, it is not a question belonging to any of the 
particular sciences, but it is still a particular problem within philosophy. 
Vor philosophy is surely not exhausted by the treatment of this one 
problem. Beside this there are questions concerning the essence of truth, 
human knowledge, the essence of nature, history, art, and whatever else is 
commonly listed when one gives an overview of philosophy. The question 
of human freedom indisputabl 


ands alongside these questions as a 
particular question in comparison with the still more and most general 
question concerning the essence of what is as such, whether it be natural, 
historical, human, or divine. 

‘The question concerning the essence of truth is indeed different to the 
question concerning the essence of freedom. But both these questions 
inquire into the totality and thus have a necessary connection with the 
most general question concerning the essence of beings as such. How the 
question of freedom opens up the horizon to th 


totality was indicated 
already in the discussion of negative freedom. But is this reference to the 
totality not one-sided and incomplete? Freedom negatively understood as 
independence from world (nature and history) and God does show a 
relationship to these, but only a negative one: world and God as what do 
not bind the one who is free. We must always include this ‘independent 


from what’, this ‘not bound to what’, but it does not properly belong to our 


topic, standing only at the border of it. We must have this in view, but we 


need not go into it. 
If this is the ea 
of re 


se, then the problem of freedom, despite a material lack 
trictiveness, is subject to thematic restriction. The totality of beings 
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is not as such the topic. So the problem of freedom remains a particular 
problem within philosophy. Therefore our planned introduction must take 
one-sided orientation; its topic may be of exceptional importance, but as 
an introduction it is necessarily incomplete. This is unfortunate, but its 
unavoidability can perhaps be justified by referring to the fact that, as a 
is always piecemeal, finite, and limited, 


human endeavour, philosophy 
In addition, philosophy as knowledge of the totality cannot in all modesty 
conceive the whole in one stroke. Confessing to such limitation and 
modesty always has a ‘sympathetic’ effect, indeed many take this as an 
expression of a critical cast of mind which only inquires into what it can 
handle and manage. 

And yet this banal modesty is not only a licence for the utter super- 
ficiality and arbitrariness of the common understanding, which takes 
philosophizing as nothing but the calculation of business expenses. We 
ourselves have already conceded too much to this superficiality in the 
above discussion of negative freedom. To begin with, from a consideration 
of the topic of negative freedom, we concluded that the problem of 
freedom does not encompass everything. We thereby overlooked that, inso- 
far as we rightly speak of negative freedom, we can and must conceive of 
positive freedom as well, and that it is just this positive concept of freedom 
which in the first instance marks out the domain of the problem of free- 
dom, so that negative freedom must be conceived in unity with positive 
freedom if we wish to decide whether the problem of freedom is a 
particular question of philosophy among others, or whether it ineorpor- 
ates the whole. Instead, we too hastily decided this either-or in favour of 
negative freedom. Not only that, but we have also conceived negative 


freedom inadequately. 


c) Deeper Interpretation of ‘Negative Freedom’ as Freedom-from . . . in 
‘Terms of the Essence of Its Relational Character. Beings in the Whole 
Necessarily Included in the Question Concerning Human Freedom 


We interpreted negative freedom as independence from world (nature 
included in the concept but not ὃ 


history) and God. ‘The ‘from which’ we 
an explicit topic. The primary topic was freedom, i.e. here ‘independence 
s such. What does this mean? If we wish to characterize 
“independence from’ in a quite general way, we must say it is a relation- 
ship, more specifically a relationship of non-dependence of one thing on 
another. ‘The equivalence of one thing and another is also a relationship, 
likewise difference as the non-equivalence of one thing and another. In 


from 
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regard to every relationship we distinguish 1. the relatedness of the one to 
the other as such, and then 2. just this one and another between which 
this relatedness obtains, the terms of the relationship. The word ‘relation- 
ship’ is generally speaking ambiguous. Sometimes we mean simply 
relatedness as such, but just as often this relatedness together with the 
terms of the relationship. 

Difference, like independence, is a ‘negative’ relationship. When e.g., 
we ascertain the difference between this blackboard and this lamp on the 
ceiling, we are treating of a relationship. In ascertaining such a difference 
we must not only co-think the terms of the relationship (blackboard, 
lamp) ~ otherwise the relatedness would hover in mid-air so to speak — 
but we must go into the related terms themselves. We ascertain the 
so-being of the blackboard and the so-being of the lamp, and from this we 
grasp their difference. In all ascertaining of relationships the terms must 
themselves be treated. This is obvious. But does it follow that our planned 


discussion of freedom (say, as independence) must likewise go into the 
elements of the relationship? Clearly it must, for how otherwise are we to 
ascertain independence? This relationship does not hover somewhere by 
itself, but we only discover it by treating man as one element and world as 
the other element. Do we then want to ascertain independence (freedom)? 
Can we? We neither want to do this, nor are we able to. We are not 
treating merely human freedom, but the essence of human freedom. The 
essence of freedom? Three things belong to the clarifies 
what-being, what it (freedom) as such is. 2. how this what-being is in 
itself possible. 3. where the ground of this possibility lies.’ 

What we are treating, therefore, is the essence of a relationship. We do 


ion of essence: 1. 


not seek to establish and prove such a thing as a fact. Even if that were 


to be estab- 
lished. If we consider a relationship in its essence must we enter into the 


possible we would have to know in advance what it is that 


terms of the relationship? If we were to treat of the essence of difference, 
would we have to discuss this blackboard and this lamp? Or would we have 
to consider other ca: 


es of difference (house and tree, triangle and moon, 
etc.)? Clearly not. ‘To ascertain the essence of difference it is irrelevant 
which specific different things we employ as examples. On the other hand 


we do need to have the terms of the relationship in view; we cannot 


dispense with them. 


When, therefore, we define the ess 


ence of a relationship, we do not, as 
in the case of 


stablishing a specific factually existing relationship 


See below pp. 125 ff. on analysis of essence and analytics. 
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between specific factually given things, have to enter into these specific 
terms of the relationship. We must hold in view the terms of the relation- 
ship as such, but whether they are factually constituted in this way or that is 
nce of the specific content of the respective 


beside the point. This irrelev: 
relational terms does not mean they can be left out of account in clarifying 
the essence of relatedness. Let us attempt to apply this to our problem. 

If we proceed according to the negative concept, then with the question 
concerning the essence of human freedom we are inquiring into the 


essence of man’s independence from world and God. We do not want to 
decide whether this or that individual is independent of this or that world, 
of this or that God, but we seek the essence of the independence of man 
as such from world and God as such. If we wish to grasp the essence of 
this relationship, of this independence, we must inquire into the essence 
of man, and also into the essence of world and God. Whether, and how, 
such questioning can be carried through is reserved for later discussion. 
From these considerations we conclude only the following: that because 
independence as a negative relationship so to speak detaches itself and 
remains removed from that which it is independent of, it does not follow 
that in examining the essence of independence we can dispense with 
looking at the ‘from which’, Instead the reverse follows. Since ‘independ- 
ence from ...’ is a relationship to which there belongs as such a related 
ness to world and God, precisely for this reason must this ‘from what’ of 
independence be brought into consideration, i.e. included in the theme. In 
brief, what pertains to the essential content of the relationship ~ to be 
away from ... — does not pertain to reflection on the essence of the 


relationship. 


d) Philosophy as Revealing the Whole by Means of 
Properly Conceived Particular Problems 


sence of 


Vhus, from the very beginning, the question concerning the ὁ 
human freedom thematizes the totality of what is, world and God, and 
uot just the limit or border. While the question concerning the essence of 
freedom is different from the question concerning the essence of truth, it 
is not a particular problem, but concerns the whole. And perhaps this also 
applies to the question concerning the essence of truth. ‘This means, how- 
ever, that every philosophical question inquires into the whole. Accord 
ingly, taking the question of human freedom as our guideline, we may, 
s a whole. 


indeed we must. attempt an actual introduction to philosophy ὃ 


But there remains an inadequacy. Although the problem of freedom 


12-14] 


10 Preliminary Considerations 


lays the whole of philosophy before us, this occurs within a particular 
perspective, that of freedom, and not, e.g, that of truth. The totality of 
philosophy is exhibited in our introduction with a quite specific emphasis. 
Were we to choose the problem of truth, as we did in an earlier introduc- 
tory course,’ then philosophy as a whole would be shown in a different 
configuration and constellation of problem: 
actual totality of philosophy would be grasped only if we could treat all 
possible questions and their perspectives. 

However we twist and turn, we cannot avoid the fact that an introduc- 
tion to philosophy guided by the problem of freedom takes on a specific 
and particular orientation. In the end this is not an inadequacy. Even less 
does it require any apology, e.g. by appealing to the fragility of all human 
endeavour. Perhaps the strength and strike-power of philosophizing rests 
precisely on this, that it reveals the whole only in properly grasped particu- 
lar problems, Perhaps the popular procedure of bringing all philosophical 
questions together in some kind of framework, and then speaking of 
everything and anything without really asking, is the opposite of an 
introduction to philosophy, i.e. a semblance of philosophy, sophistry.’ 


So it would seem that the 


‘Heidegger, Einleitung in die Philosophie (GA 27: Freiburg lectures 1928/29, 
edited by Otto Saame and Ina Saame-Speidel, Klostermann, 1996). 
"Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics 2, 1004 b 17 f. and b 26. 


PART ONE 


POSITIVE DEFINITION OF PHILOSOPHY FROM THE 
CONTENT OF THE PROBLEM OF FREEDOM 


THE PROBLEM OF HUMAN FREEDOM AND THE 
FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION OF PHILOSOPHY 


CHAPTER ONE 


First Breakthrough to the Proper Dimension of 
the Problem of Freedom in Kant. 
The Connection of the Problem of Freedom with the 
Fundamental Problems of Metaphy: 


§ 2. Philosophy as Inquiring into the Whole. 
Going-after-the-Whole as Going-to-the-Roots 


Notwithstanding initial doubts, therefore, our intention of providing an 
introduction to philosophy as a whole by treating the problem of human 
quite in order. Unlike the sciences, philosophy from the very 
beginning aims at the whole, naturally within a specific perspective. We 
may be confident of being on the right track here. In the course of our 


freedom i 


preliminary considerations we have already learnt a great deal, albeit in 
outline, concerning freedom, independence, and the distinctive character 
of philosophical questioning in its difference to science. The aim of our 
discussions was obviously to reassure ourselves about the validity of our 
chosen task. Do we really feel reassured? Should we feel reassured? Doubt- 
is necessary if philosophy is to quietly occupy itself with all sorts 
of interesting questions. However, can the problem of human freedom be 
simply set before us and demonstrated? Or must we ourselves be led into 
the problem, in order that we subsequently remain firmly within it? 
We ourselves, not someone else, not some arbitrary other person! Or is 
philosophy only a higher (because more universal) occupation of the 


spirit, a luxury and diversion from the often monotonous and arduous 
procedure of the sciences? Is philosophy an opportunity, of which we 


occasionally avail ourselves, to widen our view out from the narrow field 


iences for a picture of the whole? For what did we 


of the particular s 


mean when we said that philosophy inquires into the whole? Does this 


mean that we just create a vantage point for ourselves, so that we can be 
better placed as observers, better than in the all-too-narrow regions of the 
particular sciences? Or does phil 


sophy’s concern with the whole mean 


something else? Does it signify that it goes o our own roots? And indeed, 
not by occasionally applying to our own case, in a moral way, philosophical 


rstood, thus 


discussions and propositions which we have supposedly unde 
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gaining edification from philosophy. Ultimately we only understand 
philosophy if the questioning goes to the root of what is questioned. 
Philosophy i 


y is not theoretical knowledge together with practical applica- 
tion, nor is it theoretical and practical at the same time. It is more 
primordial than either, for both of these pertain primarily to the particular 
sciences. 

The character of philosophy as inquiring into the whole remains 
fundamentally inadequate as long as we do not grasp the ‘going-after- 
the-whole’ as a ‘going-to-the-roots’, But can philosophizing amount to, 
and aim at, settling down and being rea 


ured? Do we really begin to 
philosophize when we begin with a reassurance? Or do we begin in this 
way in order to turn our backs on philosophy right from the start? 

In the end, however, it is not a reassurance if we make it clear to 
ourselves that our aim and method are quite in order. Perhaps this indi- 
cates no more than that we are surely drawing near to a danger-zone — 
more carefully put, that there is a sure po: 
now know more 


bility of this. In any case we 
‘The previous definition of philosophy, as concerning the 
whole, was inadequate. More precisely, this going-after-the-whole must be 
grasped as a ‘going-to-the-root’. Admittedly this is just an assertion. How 
are we to prove it? Clearly, we can only do so from the content of philo- 
sophical questioning itself. How this is to occur must be tried out in actual 
philosophizing. But at the beginning we need an indication of the full 
sense of philosophy’s inquiry into the whole. 


‘There is a particular reason why we could not, in our earlier con- 
siderations, press forward to this full sense. While we have distinguished 
philosophy fundamentally from the particular sciences, we have still 
oriented philosophy in terms of scientific knowledge. ‘This comparison 
conveys nothing beyond what philosophy is measured against, ie. what 
possibilitie 


there are for distinguishing it from science. So now we 
must attempt fo understand philosophy in a positive way from itself, not 
by empty discussions concerning philosophy in general, but from the 
content of the chosen problem, that of human freedom. In this way 
the perspectives within which we shall be inquiring concretely during the 
entire lecture cours 


> will open up for us. 
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δ 3. Δονηαὶ Indicative Discussion of Positive Freedom’ hy Reconsideration 
of ‘Transcendental’ and ‘Practical’ Freedom in Kant 


Our discussion of the topic and its method of treatment has been 
restricted to the negative concept of freedom. It is no accident that we 
have proceeded in this way. Wherever a knowledge of freedom is 
awakened it is initially comprehended in the negative sense, as ‘independ- 
ence from’, This prominence of negative freedom, indeed perhaps of the 
negative as such, is due to the fact that being-free is experienced as 
becoming-free from a bond. Breaking free, casting off fetters, overcoming 
constrictive forces and powers, must be a fundamental human experience, 
by which freedom, understood negatively, comes clearly into the light of 
knowledge. In comparison with this clear and seemingly unambiguous 
definition of negative freedom, the characterization of positive freedom is 
obscure and ambiguous. The ‘experience’ of this wavers and is subject to 
particular modifications. Not only are individual conceptions of positive 
freedom different and ambiguous, but the concept of positive freedom as 
such is indefinite, especially if by positive freedom we provisionally 
understand the not-negative freedom. Not-negative freedom can mean: 
|. positive freedom as the opposite of the negative; 2. freedom which is 
not negative, but also not positive, neither the one nor the other. For 
our preparatory discussion we choose (dispensing with any justification) 
a quite particular conception of positive freedom. 

Negative freedom means freedom from ... compulsion, a breaking 
loose, releasement. Freedom in the positive sense does not mean the 
‘away-from ...’, but rather the ‘toward-which’; positive freedom means 
being free for ..., being open for ..., thus oneself being open for .. . 
allowing oneself to be determined through . . ., determining oneself to . . . 
This means to determine one’s own action purely through oneself, to give 
to oneself the law for one’s action. Kant conceives positive freedom in this 
sense of self-determination; further, as absolute self-activity.' He calls it 


the ‘power’ of man to ‘determine himself from himself’. 
We make reference precisely to Aant in this connection not just to 
a distinctive 


quote a philosophical opinion, but because Kant occupies 
position in the history of the problem of freedom. Kant brings the prob- 
lem of freedom for the first time explicitly into a radical connection with 
‘To be sure, as always and 


the fundamental problems of metaphysi 


CPR A 418, B46. 
CPR A 534, B 562. 
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necessarily at such decisive moments, this first breakthrough into the 
proper dimension of the problem leads to a one 
we will have to confront. 


ded narrowing which 


We stated that Kant’s doctrine of freedom occupies a distinctive position 
within philosophy. Prior to him, Christian theology had developed the 
problem in its own way. The theologi on, from which both 
positive and negative impulses went into philosophy, was itself (Paul, 
Augustine, Luther) not uninfluenced by the philosophical discussion. The 
characterization of negative freedom as independence from God already 
indicates this link between the respective problematics of theology and 
philosophy. But enough of this. We take up the Kantian conception of 
freedom (without now entering into an interpretation of this) merely as 
an example for discussing the positive concept of freedom. We do this to 
obtain a view of the wider perspectives of the problem of freedom and 
thus of our own task as such. 


We said that Kant conceives freedom as the ‘power οἵ self- 
determination’, as ‘absolute self-activity’. Neither of these contains 
anything negative. Certainly, but they do not mean the same thing. Kant 
thus distinguishes a ‘cosmological’ from a ‘practical’ concept of freedom.* 
‘This distinction, however, is by no means identical with that between 
negative and positive freedom. It falls instead on th 


precisely, not-negative) freedom. 


ide of positive (more 


First, what does Kant understand by cosmological and practical 
freedom? ‘By freedom in its cosmological meaning I understand the 
power of beginning a state spontaneously. Such causality will not, there- 
fore, itself stand under another cause determining it in time, as required 
by the law of nature. Freedom in this sense is a pure transcendental idea.”* 
Freedom, therefore, is the power of the self-origination of a state. ‘This 
explains what we quoted above as Kant’s concept of freedom: ‘absolute 
self-activity’ — originating from oneself, spontaneously, sua sponte, spons, 
spondeo, spond, ΣΠΕΝΔ, σπένδω: to give or freely offer, spontaneously, 
spontaneity, absolute self-activit 


Freedom as absolute spontaneity is 
it is a transcendental idea. What this 
latter refers to will be discussed further on. First we ask about freedom in 
its ‘practical meaning’. ‘Freedom in the practical sei 
independence of coercion through sensuous impulse 


freedom in the cosmological sens 


is the will’s 


* Freedom in the 


CPR A 5551. B 561 Γ᾿ 
*CPR A 533, B 561 
CPR A 534, B 562. 
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practical sense is independence, which is precisely how we characterized 
newative freedom. But didn’t we say that both Kant’s concepts of freedom — 
the transcendental and the practical — are not negative? Indeed. But the 
definition given of practical freedom undeniably takes this as negative. 
And, if we look more closely, Kant also explains the practical concept of 
ely those factors we initially referred to upon men- 
‘The human will is ... [free] 


freedom through preci 
tioning the Kantian concept of freedon 
because sensibility does not necessitate its action, There is in man a power 
of self-determination, independent of any coercion through sensuous 
impulses.” Will here does not mean arbitrariness and lack of discipline, 
put the faculty of will. Negative freedom is mentioned here, but some- 
thing else is also mentioned, namely the power of self-determination. But 
is this not precisely the same thing as spontaneity, thus identical with 
the cosmological concept of freedom? ‘Then the latter would be the 
positive concept of freedom, while practical freedom, independence from 


sensibility, would be the negative concept. 

But this is not at all the case. Of course it cannot be denied that Kant, in 
his definition of practical freedom, refers to inde, endence from sensory 
compulsion. ‘There is a reason for this. ‘The whole discussion takes place in 
the Critique of Pure Reason, i.e. in a work devoted to pure understanding 
(the theoretical faculty of man) and not to practical understanding 
Φ) in the sense of ethical action. So before we pin Kant down with 


(xp 
the quoted de : 
ibility, we must ask how he defines practical freedom in the Critique of 
Practical Reason, where he treats thematically of πρᾶξις, i.e. ethics. More 
precisely, we must ask how Kant conceives practical (ethical) freedom 
where he considers ethics as a metaphysical problem, thus in the Founda- 
tions of the Metaphysics of Morals, At the beginning of the third section 
of this work, Kant writes: ‘As will is a kind of causality of living beings so 
are rational, freedom would be that property of this causality 
by which it can be effective independently of external causes determining 


inition of practical freedom as independence from sens- 


far as they 


it, just as natural necessity is the property of the causality of all non 
rational beings by which they are determined in their activity by the 
influence of external causes.” Here again ‘independence’ is mentioned. 
But Kant now speaks more clearly: ‘The preceding explanation of free 
ence. But a 


dom is negative and therefore affords no insight into its 
positive concept of freedom flows from it which is so much the richer 


CPR A 534, B 562. 
Kant, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, pp. 101-2 (IN, #46). 
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and more fruitful’. Here it is already clear that if a positive concept of 
freedom is to be obtained it will be a practical concept. Kant says: ‘What 
else, then, can the freedom of the will be but autonomy, i.e. the property 
of the will to be @ law to itself? 
autonomy of the will, giving laws unto oneself. ‘Vhe practical concept of 


The positive concept of freedom means 


freedom is not the negation of freedom in its ranscendental meaning, but 


practical freedom itself divides into negative and positive. 

What then is the situation as regards freedom in its transcendental 
meaning of absolute spontaneity, if it is not the positive practical as 
opposed to the negative practical? Is absolute spontaneity not the same as 
ter of the self, of that which has the 


autonomy? In both cases it is a ma 
character of self, the sua sponte, aités. But although there is clearly a 


relationship between the two, they are not the same. Let us look more 
closely. Absolute spontaneity is the faculty of the self-origination of a state; 
autonomy is the self-legislation of a rational will. Absolute spontaneity 


(transcendental freedom) is not a matter of will and the law of the will 


but of the self-origination of a state; autonomy, on the other hand, 
concerns a particular being to which there belongs willing, πρᾶξις. ‘They 
are not the same, and yet both pertain to that which has the character of 
self. How do they belong together? The self-determination of action 


self-legislation is a self-origi 


ation of a state in the specific domain of 
a kind of absolute 
ce of the former. 


the human activity of a rational being. Autonomy 


spontaneity, i.e, the latter delimits the universal ¢ 
Only on the basis of this essence as absolute spontaneity is autonomy 


possible, Were there no absolute spontaneity there would be no autonomy. 
‘The possibility of autonomy is grounded in spontaneity, and practical 
s grounded in transcendental freedom. Accordingly, as Kant says 
in the Critique of Pure Reason: ‘It should especially be noted that the 
practical concept of freedom is based on thi and that 


the latter harbours the real source of the difficulty which has always beset 


freedom 


transcendental ide: 


the question of the possibility of freedom’."” 


* Foundations, p. 102 (IV, +46). 
Foundations, p. 102 (IN, +46 £.). 
CPR A 555. B 561. 
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Transcendental Freedom 


practical freedom 
(will of a rational being) 


ee SSeS 


negative positive 
independence from sensibility self-legislation 


τ transcendental freedom 


So the transcendental freedom of the practical is not situated alongside as 
the negative, but the practical as the condition of its possibility is prior. 
Thus the third section of the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals 
bears the sub-title “The Concept of Freedom is the Key to the Explanation 
of the Autonomy of the Will’.'' The determination of positive freedom 
as ‘autonomy’ involves a specific problem, with a difficulty it has always 


borne. 


δ 1 Broadening of the Problem of Freedom within the Perspective 
of the Cosmological Problem as Indicated in the Grounding 
Character of ‘Transcendental Freedom: 

Freedom ~ Causality — Movement ~ Beings as Such 


What have we now obtained from our brief discussion of the positive 
concept of freedom? We wanted to clarify the problem of freedom by 
giving a preliminary indication of how the substantive problem itself, in 
going-after-the-whole, also goes-to-the-root. A certain kind of challenge 
is involved in this problem. Thus far, apparently, we have seen little of 
this. One would think that the challenging character of the problem 
the fact that freedom is precisely a property of us humans and 
therefore bears on us. This is true, indeed all too true to capture what 
we seek. For the trivial opinion just mentioned merely alludes to the 


consis 


practical significance which freedom possesses precisely as a human 
property. However, this is already indicated in the negative concept of 
{reedom, perhaps more clearly. If this were the only issue we would have 


been able to dispense with a discussion of positive freedom, But the issue 


is something else, namely the challenging character of the problem 


of freedom. ‘This is supposed to emerge from the innermost essence of 


freedom insofar as the latter stands within the horizon of philosophical 
questioning. 


Foundations, p. 101 (1V, +46), 
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Consequently, in respect of our es 
terms of the Kantian di: 
1. Does positive freedom bring about a fundamental broadening of the 
ate, i.e. what perspective 


slanation of positive freedom in 


inction, we must now ask three things: 


problematic? 2. What does this broadening ind 
is opened up? 3. Is the broadening of the problem such that we can now 
ter-the-whole’ is at the same time a 


see how philosophy as the ‘going 
‘going-to-the-root’? 

With respect to our first question: 
broadening of the problem, and indeed a fundamental one, can easily be 
seen, We have already observed that positive freedom, considered in its 
practical sense, is equivalent to autonomy. Its possibility is grounded in 
absolute spontaneity (transcendental freedom). ‘This freedom brings us 
back to another kind of freedom. That besides practical-positive and nega- 
tive freedom, transcendental freedom also turns up, indicates a broaden- 
ing, and it is a fundamental one because absolute spontaneity is posited 
therein as the ground of the practical. Kant asserts this relation between 
practical and transcendental freedom when he says that ‘the denial of 
transcendental freedom [would] involve the elimination of all practical 
freedom’."’ The possibility of the latter depends on the possibility of the 
former. In this way the first question is answered. 

Our second question asks about the perspective opened up with this 
broadening. The perspective is apparently determined by the problem of 
the enablement of practical freedom (autonomy), i.e. by the problems 
involved in what Kant calls ‘absolute spontaneity’. What does this mean? 
Where in this is the genuine problem to be found? Once again, spontan- 
city means the ‘from itself’, and indeed arising from itself, the beginning 


that positive freedom involves a 


of a ‘series of events’.'’ Absolute spontaneity means to initiate a series of 
events ‘from itself’; to be the origination of an event, allowing an event to 
follow on. That which in this way allows something (a thing) to follow on 
is for Kant the cause. The question of spontaneity, of beginning and 
letting follow, is the question concerning the cause {Ursache]. This, the 
causation [Ursachesein] of a cause (causa), is what Kant calls ‘causality’ 
[Kausalitit] (the causality of causa). In this sense he speaks pointedly of 
the ‘causality of a cause’.'* This does not mean ‘cause of the cause’, but 


rather the causation of a cause, i.e. that and how a cause is a cause. 
all theoretical knowledge of what 


According to Kant, all experience, i.e. 


© CPR A 534, B 562. 
“CPR A 534, B 562. 
‘CPR A 533, B 561 
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is present before us as nature, is subject to the law of causality. ‘This law of 
causation, ie. the law that a thing given in experience must be caused 
by another thing, is formulated by Kant'’ in the heading of the Second 
Analogy (first edition) as follow 


erything that happens, that is, begins 
to be, presupposes something upon which it follows according to a rule’."” 
Vurther, ‘the causality of the cause of that which happens or comes into 
being must itself have come into being, and ... in accordance with the 


principle of the understanding it must in its turn require a cause’.'’ Every 
causation of a cause for its part follows on from a prior cause, i.e. in nature 
nothing is the cause of itself. Conversely, the se/f-origination of a state 
(series of events) is an utterly different causation than the causality of 
nature. Kant calls the former absolute spontaneity, the causality of free- 
dom. From this it is clear that what is genuinely problematical in absolute 
spontaneity is a problem of causality, of causation. Accordingly, Kant sees 
freedom as the power of a specific and distinctive causation. The perspec- 
tive which is thus opened up by the fundamental broadening brought 
about by the problem of practical freedom, i.e. by the positing of auton- 
omy as absolute spontaneity, is that of the problem of causality in general. 
ality in the sense of absolute spontaneity, i.e. causation in the sense 
of the absolute self-origination of a series of events, is something we do 
not encounter in experience, i.e. for Kant, in theoretical knowledge of 
present nature. What we represent through this representation of 
absolute spontaneity lies outside what is experientially accessible, i.e. 
it goes beyond this (transcendere). Freedom as absolute spontaneity is 
transcendental freedom. 

If, as Kant maintains, practical freedom is grounded in transcendental 


Cau 


freedom as a distinctive kind of causality, then positive freedom, as 
grounded in absolute spontaneity (transcendental freedom), harbours 
within itself the problem of causality as such. So the problem of this 
distinctive causality makes it all the more necessary to take up the 
problem of causality as such. 

‘To be sure, these questions already take us outside the Kantian 
the 
eecasion and impetus for the full unfolding of the problem. Proceeding in 


problem. But we do not regard Kant as the absolute truth, on 


‘his way, what was earlier said about the decisive significance of Kant for 


the problem of freedom remains valid. 


I Analogy: Principle of Permanence of Substance, ΠῚ Analogy: Principle of 
Coexistence, in accordance with the Law of Reciprocity or Community. 

CPR A 189, 

CPR A 532, B 560 fin 
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Freedom is discussed within the perspective of causation. It was precisely 
Kant who grasped the problem of freedom in this way. Whether this is 
the only perspective for the problem of freedom, whether there are other 
and even more radical perspectives, and what they are, are matters we 
, this means, 


still leave completely open. If we hold to Kant’s perspectiv 
inquiring into the essence of human freedom, after what freedom is in its 
inner possibility and ground. ‘Thus to inquire into the essence of human 
freedom means to make the essence of causality, of causation, into a 
problem, Where does our inquiry take us, if we wish to illuminate the 
essence of causation in this way? Only by answering this question can we 
estimate the scope of the problem of freedom. 

Causation means, among other things, letting follow on, origination. It 
belongs in the context of that which runs ahead, relating to processes, 
events, occurrences, i.e. to what we call movement in the broader sense. 


Further, it turns out that not all movement is the same. For example, what" 
is true of so-called mechanical movement, of the mere shifting οὗ 
particles of matter, or of the mere running ahead of a process, does not 
necessarily apply to movement in the sense of growth and degeneration. 
In each case, causation, letting follow on, origination and outcome, are 
different. Again, process and growth are different to the behaviour of | 
animals and the comportment of human beings. These in turn can be 
seen within the events — the movements — of action and transaction. A 
journey, for example, is not just a mechanical movement with a machine 
(rail, ship, plane), nor is it a mechanical movement together with a 
human comportment. It is an occurrence of a nature all its own, whose: 
character is as little known to us as is the essence of the other species of 


movement. 

We know little or nothing of these matters, not because they are in any 
way inaccessible to us, but because we exist too superficially, ie. we do not 
roots and feel this 


exist in our roots such that we can inquire into thi 
questioning as a burning issue. Thus the philosophical situation in regard 
to the clarification of movement is miserably inadequate. Since Aristotle, 
who was the first and last to grasp the philosophical problem, philosophy 
has not taken a single step forward in this area. On the contrary it has 
gone backward, because the problem is in no way grasped as a problem. 
Here Kant too completely fails. That the problem of causality was central 
for him makes this all the more remarkable. It is easy to see that the 


problem of the essence of movement is the presupposition for even 


posing, not to speak of solving, the problem of causality. 
And the problem of movement, for its part? Movement, i.e. being 


δ Σ The Questionable Challenging Character 23 


moved or resting (as a mode of movement), emerges as a fundamental 
determination of that to which we attribute being, namely beings. The 
kind of possible movement or non-movement varies with the kind of 
. The problem of movement is grounded in the question concerning 
ence of beings as such. 


being: 
the ὁ 
So our view of the problem of freedom broadens out. The individual 


moments of this broadening can again be indicated: practical freedom 
(autonomy) ~ transcendental freedom (absolute spontaneity) — exemplary 
causality — causality (causation) as such — being moved as such — beings 
such. And where are we no 


With this question concerning beings as such, concerning what beings 
in their breadth and depth actually are, we are asking the very same 
question which from ancient times has counted as the primary and ultim- 
ate question of philosophy — the leading question of philosophy: ti τὸ ὄν, 
what are beings? 


5. The Questionable Challenging Character of the Broadened Problem of 
Freedom and the Traditional Form of the Leading Question of Philosophy. 
Necessity of a Renewed Interrogation of the Leading Question 


‘The question concerning beings as such emerged by following the specifi 
content of the problem of freedom. It did not emerge as a question upon 
which the problem of freedom merely borders, nor as a more general 
question which just hovers over the particular question concerning free- 
dom. Rather, if we really inquire into the essence of freedom, we stand 
within this question concerning beings as such. Accordingly, the question 
concerning the essence of human freedom is necessarily built into the 
question of what beings as such properly are. ‘To stand within this ques- 
tion means to go-after-the-whole, for there can be no broader kind of 
questioning than that concerning beings as such. 

Yet does this broadening out of our problem allow us to see how going- 
We thus come to our third 


after-the-whole means going-to-the-root? 
question. 

We can now pose this question in a more definite way. Is the question 
foncerning the essence of human freedom, as built into the question of 
beings as such, and as a question concerning the whole, in itself a going- 
to-the-roc 


? One might answer as follows. Insofar as our inquiry into 
the 
also belong among these beings, the question will also concern 


freedom inquires into beings as such, and insofar as we ourselves, 


inquirers 
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us. But merely from the fact that the question of beings also inquires into 
us as beings, we cannot see in what way it is supposed to go to our root. 


When we inquire into beings, we also inquire into animals and material 


nature, for these are likewise beings. Our inquiry into beings also pertains 
to animals, but in relation to them as to us this co-concern is not at all a 
going-to-the-root. 

How little this is so becomes clear if we look more closely at the 
‘This question of philosophy asks what beings 


question concerning beings 
are, just in respect of the fact that they 
question asks more concis 
such’ translates the Latin μέ tale, qua tale, as employed in the metaphy 
of the late Middle Ages, and corresponds to the Greek ἡ. It indicates 
that that to which it is attached — the table as such — is not to be taken 
merely as an arbitrary object of conception, opinion, evaluation or posses- 
sion; instead, the table is to be taken as table, that is to say, in respect of its 
tablehood. ‘The being-a-table of a table announces what a table is, its 
what-being, its essence. 

‘To inquire into a being as such means to inquire into it hoc ens qua tale, 
as precisely this being. The linguistic expression ‘as such’ is specifically 
philosophical. It indicates that what is spoken of is intended in the specific 
respect of its essence: ti τὸ ὄν ἢ ὄν. The question concerning beings as 
such does not just inquire into this or that. The question concerns not just 
some beings as such (animal, man) but ai/ beings as such, what beings are 
as beings, irrespective of whether they are plants or humans or animals 
or God. This question disregards the particular character of beings 
to embrace all beings whatsoever. It inquires into what pertains most. 


re beings. From here the leading 
Ὁ This expression ‘as 


ly: what are beings as suc 


universally to beings in general. 

‘Thus the further we inquire into this question of what beings are as 
such, the more general, and in respect of particular beings the more 
indefinite and abstract, the field becomes. ‘To be sure, every particular 
being falls under the category of beings, but in such a general way that 
the question concerning beings as such can no longer be relevant to 
particular beings. It is, therefore, no longer just unclear how going-after- 
the-whole is supposed to mean the same as going-to-the-root, but this 


equivalence is impossible in principle. For to inquire into beings as such 
means dis-regarding all particular beings, including us ourselves as 
human beings. How can such dis-regarding have the character of a chal- 
lenge? Going to the roots, as a challenge, must take aim at us. The inquiry 


or human, 


into beings as such, irrespective of whether they are anit 
is not directed at us as such, and is therefore anything but a challenge 
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to us. Instead, this dis-regarding generality is much more a flight from 
ourselves as a specific kind of being, as also from every particular being. 
So if we consider our chosen problem, the question of the essence 
of human freedom, precisely in its full scope and significance, i.e. in 
respect of the question of beings as such, we can see that this going- 
after-the-whole does not go-to-the-root, and thus is not at all about 
us as hum 


beings. So our thesis that going-after-the-whole is going- 
to-the-root remains an arbitrary assertion which can in no way be justified 
from the substantive content of the question. Indeed, there is still further 
evidence for this, evidence which cannot be easily dismissed. 

We said that the question implicit in the problem of freedom, the 
question, that is, concerning beings as such, is as old as Western philo- 
sophy itself. If we survey the history of philosophy we can see that this 
question never and nowhere leads to grasping philosophy itself as a going- 
to-the-root, namely to the root of the individual who questions. On the 


contrary, the concern has always been, especially since the beginning of 
modern philosophy, to raise philosophy to the rank of science (or absolute 
science) as theoretical activity, pure contemplation, speculative knowledge 
(Kant), whereby nothing in the nature of a challenge can possibly be 
involved. 

What we maintained about the challenging character of the question 
of beings as such — the question into which is built the problem of 
freedom — can no more be verified from the history of this question than 
from its inner content. If this is so, then our thesis of the challenging 
character of philosophy’s questioning of the whole is far from. self- 
evident, especially on the usual interpretation of philosophy. It is in 


no wa 


y clear how we are to explain and justify our thesis, and this in spite 
of the everyday and ‘obvious’ idea that philosophy must ‘be relevant 
to life’. 

Our discussion of the thesis of the challenging character of philosophy 
has brought us before a peculiar dilemma. On the one hand our thesis 


corresponds to the quite natural view that philosophy has to do with man 
himself and should have an influence on his activity. Now this common 
‘nterpretation of philosophy may be confused and erroneous and excite 
the greatest mistrust, for ‘relevance’ to life is normally understood as adap- 
‘ation to the so-called ‘demands of today’. Yet the difficulty is precisely 
‘hat natural pre-philosophical experience and conviction demands what 


Wwe earlier denied of philosophy. Its so-called ‘relevance’ to life thus lacks 
any definite contours. But if philosophy is a primal and ultimate possibil- 


‘ty of human existence as such, one will not need to persuade it into 
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relevance but will demand that it demonstrates this from and through 
itself. 

On the other hand our unfolding of the full content of the leading ques- 
tion of philosophy has not revealed anything with the character of a 
challenge. Instead, this questioning interprets itself as θεωρία, contem- 
platio, speculative knowledge. Our thesis conforms to so-called natural 
and pre-philosophical convictions about the essence of philosophy and is 
presumably conditioned by these from the start. On the other hand 
the substantive content of the philosophical question of beings as such 
ss 


ys nothing in favour of our thesis, no more than do traditional inter- 
pretations of this question. Should we place our trust more in natural 
convictions about philosophy, or more in philosophy’s great tradition, 
Le. in previous treatments of its leading problem? 

We must mistrust both of these alternatives as they are usually pre- 


sented to us. We can no more proceed according to common convictions, 


which would distort philosophy into a world-view doctrine, than we can 
just accept the traditional leading question as ultimately adequate. Why 
are we unable to accept it? Is it permissible to dismiss the whole great 
tradition and maintain the laughable opinion that we can and must begin 
all over again? Yet if we cannot leap out of the tradition, how and why 
should we reject the leading question? Is this question — ti τὸ ὄν — 
perhaps ‘wrongly’ posed? What could enable us to make such a judgement? 
What is the proper manner of questioning? How is it at all possible to pose 
the question wrongly? The totality of beings does indeed demand asking 
this elementary question as to what beings are as such. This leading 
question of Western philosophy is not wrongly posed, but is not even posed 
at all. At first sight, to be sure, this is an outrageous 
statement. It also contradicts what we ourselve 
that Ari 
philosophy and in so doing saw himself as clarifying what the whole of 


and presumptuous 
y indicated, namely 
stotle poses the question ti τὸ dv as the genuine question of 


alreac 


Greek philosophy before him had been seeking. ‘The question was asked 
by Plato and Aristotle and can be readily identified in their writings. 
Indeed, Aristotle and Plato, not so much directly as implicitly through- 
out their whole work, provided a particular answer to the question, an 
answer which has since been taken as definitive in the history of Western 


metaph right through to its grand completion in Hegel. 
How then can we maintain that this question has not been posed? Plato 
and Aristotle did, in fact, ask this question. To be sure, but if we merely 


ascertain that this question, along with a certain answer, occurs in their 


works, does this mean that they really and genuinely pose this question? 
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From the fact that this question, still more their answers and their various. 
implications, occur again and again in the subsequent history of philo- 
sophy, can we conclude that this question was genuinely posed? Not at 
all. ΤῸ once again ask this question of Plato and Aristotle — the question, 
in brief, of Western philosophy — means something else, namely to ask 
more primordially than they did. In the history of all essential questions, 
it is our prerogative, and also our responsibility, to become the murderers 
ity for us! Only then 


of our forefathers; indeed, this is even a fateful nec 
can we arrive at the problematic in which they immediately existed, but 
isely for this reason were not able to work through to final 


pre 
transparency. 

Have we ourselves, in our above considerations, asked this question 
about what beings are? Not at all: we have only summoned it up. We have 
only made it clear that the problem of freedom is built into this question, 
and we have indicated something of the scope of this question, namely 
that it concerns all beings as such. It emerged that just this question, 
owing to its general abstract character, does not exhibit anything with the 
character of a challenge. But can we really maintain this, so long as we 
have not exhausted the content of this question? Can we exhaust this, 
indeed can we even bring it into view, so long as we do not really ask the 
question, but only quote it so to speak, as a question which arises in Greek 
philosophy? Only when and insofar as we have genuinely asked this 
traditional leading question of philosophy can we decide whether or not 


philosophizing necessarily involves a challenge. 


CHAPTER TWO 


The Leading Question of Philosophy and 

Its Questionabilit 

Discussion of the Leading Question from Its Own 
Possibilities and Presuppositions 


δ᾽ 6, Leading Question of Philosophy (τί τὸ ὅν) as the Question 
Concerning the Being of Beings 


What does it mean to really ask this question? Nothing else but to allow 
everything thought-worthy in it to emerge, everything worthy to be placed 
in question. But that which is worthy of questioning encompasses every 
thing belonging to this question in its ownmost possibility, everything 
implicated in its so-called presuppositions. 


It is characteristic of any question that it does not, upon its initial 
awakening, already place in question everything belonging to its own 
presuppositions, And precisely the question concerning beings as such, 
this question which goes after the whole, necessarily begins by settling 
down comfortably in its first stage. But precisely in respect of this ques- 
tion, whose fundamental tendency is to question concerning the whole, 
which seeks what is primarily and ultimately worthy of questioning, it is 
not permissible to rest content with initial formulations. 

‘To come to the point: what is supposed to be worthy of questioning in 
the traditional leading question of philosophy ti τὸ ὄν} What is worthy 
of questioning here is nothing less than that which is actually inquired 
into. The leading question ‘what are beings?” must be brought to genuine 
questioning, so we must seek that which ked in it, beings as such, 
ὅν ἡ ὄν. But what is it that constitutes beings as beings? Can we call it 
anything else than just being? The question concerning beings as such is 
actually directed to being. It inquires into the being of beings, not into 
what beings are, What is worthy of questioning is precisely being. 

Have we thereby exhausted what is worthy of questioning in the 
leading question? This 


sa genuine questioning only if it is concerned to 
discover that which enables the answer. 


Such enablement implies clarity 
about how the questioning proceeds, about what is sought therein. How 
then does this questioning of the being of beings proceed? What is sought 
in this questioning? Just that which determines the essence of being. It is a 
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. It seeks to understand the origin 


questioning which secks determinatior 
of our understanding of the being of beings. Do we understand this, and 
if so when? We understand this at all times, without, however, knowing 


that we do so, without paying any attention to this fact. In what way do we 


already understand what ‘being’ means? 


Preconceptual Understanding of Being and Greek Philosophy’s Basic 
Word for Being: οὐσία 


a) ‘The Character of Preconceptual Understanding of Being and the 
Forgottenness of Being 


We need only recall what always happens in our Dasein. When we earlier 
asked if a treatment of the (special or particular) problem of freedom can 
be a genuine introduction to philosophy, we understood, still without 
taking the whole question into view, every word of this, including ‘be’. We 
understood ‘be’ as related to the verb ‘is’. If I say, and you in my audience 
understand, that the topic of the lecture course is human freedom, then 
we understand this ‘is’. We understand something quite definite, and we 
can easily assure ourselves that what we mean by ‘is’ is not a stone or a 
triangle or a number, but simply ‘is’. ‘The same holds in respect of the 
forms ‘was’, ‘has been’, and ‘will be’. We constantly hold ourselves and 


operate in such an understanding of what ‘being’ means, and not only, and 
not for the first time, when we employ these linguistic expressions. For 
-xample, if in listening to this lecture you silently think to yourselves that 
what I am saying is incorrect, you understand the ‘is’ and operate within 
this understanding. Or if, walking through the countryside and stopping 
for a moment, we look around and say to ourselves, aloud or silently, 
‘wonderful’, we thereby understand that this surrounding countr 
ingly reveals itself to 


wonderful. It is wonderful just as it is and as it ex 
us. It is not first by speaking and talking about beings, by explicit ἡ 
that we operate in an understanding of ‘is’, but we already do this 


sayin, 
in all silent comportment to beings. Again, not only, and not initially, in 
contemplative enjoyment of beings, or in theoretical reflection upon them, 
but in all ‘practical’ judging and employment of beings. Not only in our 
comportment to the beings of our external environment do we under- 


nd ‘are’ in such and such a way rather than 


stand that these beings ‘are 


in another, but we understand ‘being’ also in our comportment to our- 
selves and to others like ourselves. This being of beings of every kind is 
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not first understood when we use words such as ‘being’, ‘is’, and ‘was’, but 
in all speaking whatsoever we understand beings in their so-and-so being, 
not-so-being, etc. Indeed, we can use the ‘is’ and ‘was’ and so forth because 
the being of beings is already 

In understanding the being of beings, we always already understand 
being as divided. We can clarify this originary di 
‘The earth ‘is’, ie. as a planet it has ‘actuality’, it ‘exists’, 
heavy’, ‘is covered by land and sea’: in these latter cases being does 
not mean ‘exists’, but rather ‘so-being’. “Ihe earth is a planet’: being 
as what-being. ‘It is the case that the earth moves around the sun’: being as 
being-true. This is just an initial indication of the originary divided- 
ness whereby we understand being as being-pre 
so-being, and as being-true. 

At every moment we comport ourselves to the kind of beings which 
we as humans are, as well as to the kind of beings which we are not. 
We constantly hold ourselves in such an understanding of being. Our 
comportment is carried and governed by this understanding of being. Yet 
this fact does not occur to us as such. We do not attend to it at all, so that 
we must first be reminded of this self-evidency. We have forgotten it to 
such an extent that we have never actually thought about it. begin our 
existence with this forgottenness of our understanding of being, and the 
more we open ourselves up to beings, the deeper becomes our forgetting 
of this one thing, that in all openness to beings we understand being. 
But this deep forgottenness is no accident. Above all, it is no disproof that 
we are governed by this understanding of the undifferentiated being of 
beings; on the contrary, it is evidence for this. 

We said that the leading question of philosophy inquires into the being 
of beings. More precisely, what is sought is the origin of our understand- 
ing of being, This much is evident, that we do not understand being just 
now and again, but rather constantly in all our comportments. Everyone 
understands the ‘is’ and ‘being’, and everyone has forgotten that he 
thereby holds himself in an understanding of being. Not only does every= 
one understand it while no one properly grasps it, but everyone is greatly 
embarrassed if asked what he really means by ‘being’ and ‘is’. Not only 
are we embarrassed for an answer, but we are quite unable to indicate 
from where an answer might be found. 


self-evident to us prior to all speaking. 


ion in terms of ‘is’. 


rhe earth is 


ent, as what-being, as. 


If we ask what a table is, we could say that it is an object of use. Even if 
we are not in a position to give a correct definition of its essence, we 
nevertheless 


always already operate within an understanding of such 
things. Or if we are asked what a triangle is, at least we can say that it is a 
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spatial figure. We already operate within knowledge and perception of 


space and spatiality. The region from where we define table and triangle — 


object of use, space — stands open for us so to speak, as that to which our 


understanding of such things is referred. ‘The same applies in respect of 
every being, whatever it happens to be; every being that we know as such 
is already somehow understood in respect of its being. Not only do we 
understand and know the being, but also, albeit in an implicit 
understand its being. So the question remains as to the origin of our 
understanding of being and the ‘is’. Being must somehow be interpreted, 
for otherwise we could not understand it, and we do understand it when 
y ‘is’, confidently distinguishing this ‘is’ from ‘was’. We can indeed 
ive ourselves in trying to ascertain whether, now and in a particular 
place, a particular object exists, or whether it rather was at a former time. 
But we cannot be deceived about the distinction between ‘is’ and ‘was’ as 


iy, we 


ΓΝ 

We all understand being and yet we do not grasp it, i. 
to explicitly define what we mean by it. We operate within a preconceptual 
anding of being. We thereby refer to the puzzling fact that already, 
and precisely in our everyday existence, we understand the being of 
beings. We have, moreover, now become acquainted with some character- 
istics of this understanding of being: 1. the scope of being (all regions 
of beings, in some sense the totality of beings) wherein we hold ourselves; 


we are not able 


unde 


2. penetration into every kind of human comportment; 3. unspokenne 
7. freedom 


+. forgottenness; 5. undifferentiatedness; 6. preconceptualit 
from deception; 8. originary dividedness. 

When philosophizing as such breaks out and begins to develop itself 
through setting human questioning of beings over against itself, posing 
the question of what beings are as such, this means — however clumsy this 
questioning may appear — that not just the beings as such, but the being of 


beings, must somehow come to light. 

nding of being which comes to expression in philosophy 
cannot be invented or thought up by philosophy itself. Rather, since phil- 
osophizing is awakened as a primal activity of man, arising thus from 
| thinking, and since an 


This unders 


man’s nature prior to any explicit philosoph 
\nderstanding of being is already implicit in the pre-philosophical 
existence of man (for otherwise he could not relate to beings at 


all) philosophy’s understanding of being expresses what man is in his 


What does it mean to possess something in its truth? How is this possible? 
Complete freedom from deception? 
Ῥ 


32 Leading Question of Philosophy 


pre-philosophical existence. ‘This awakening of the understanding of 
being, this self-discovery of the understanding of being, is the birth of 
philosophy from the Dasein in man. We cannot here follow this birth 
of philosophy as the awakening of the understanding of being in Western 
history, but must be content with a schematic indication. 


b) The Ambiguity of οὐσία as Sign of the Richness and Urgency of the 
Unmastered Problems in the Awakening of the Understanding of Being 


The awakening of the understanding of being means understanding 
beings as such in respect of their being, In this way being comes into 
the sight and view of an understanding which remains quite hidden 
from itself. Nevertheless, the hiddenness of this understanding of being is 
such that being must somehow or other be illuminated. Whenever and 
wherever beings are so experienced, the being of beings must stand in 
the — albeit hidden — illumination of an understanding. But wherever 
beings are experienced through explicitly and deliberately nterrogating 
them as to what they are, in some sense the being of beings is discussed, 
Experience of beings as beings means that the understanding of bei 
must somehow come to expression. Wherever philosophizing takes place, 
the understanding of being is somehow understood and grasped, i.e. s 
in the light of... — of what? 

‘The way in which ancient Greek philosophy — Western philosophy i 
its decisive beginnings — understands being must be discoverable from its 
basic word for being. We inquire into the ancient Greek word for being as 
ch, i.e. not for that which is, although then as now the two meanings, 
both inside and outside of philosophy, run through one another. When. 
we encounter the word ‘being’ in contemporary as well as in previous 
philosophical literature, this always means beings. But we are seeking the 
Greek terminological characterization for being, not that for beings. 

‘The Greeks refer to that which 


5, 


. beings, as τὰ ὄντα (πράγματα), oF 
finitive 


in the singular τὸ dv, the being. τὸ dv is the participle of the i 
εἶναι. τὸ ὄν means every existing thing, irrespective of whether one 
knows anything about it. τὸ dv is like τὸ κακόν, the bad, everything bad 
there i: 


all present bad things. But by τὸ ὄν, and correspondingly by τὸ 
something else. We say, for example, that this thing we 
something bad, i.e. not only is it a present bad 
that which is a 


κακόν, we mean 


encounter is a κακόν 


thing, but it belongs to what is bad in genera 


bad thing, not all presently existing bad things taken as a whole, but the 
bad as such, whether present or not. 
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, τὸ ὄν does not mean all existing beings taken together, but 


the beings as existing [das Seiend-seiende], i.e. what a being is when it is, 
despite the fact that there is no necessity for it to be. Just as τὸ κακόν is 


the collective name for everything belonging to the realm of the bad, 
refers lo this realm itself, so is τὸ ὄν the collective name for all present 
beings, for what falls within the realm of that which is, for what we mean 


by an existing thing. 

‘The double meaning of such words is no accident but has a deep 
metaphysical reason. However obscure and trivial this distinction and its 
constant obfuscation may seem, it leads us to the abyss of a central prob- 
lem, One can understand the inner greatness, e.g. of the Platonic dia- 
logues, only if one follows the way in which the many intertwined and 
seemingly empty debates about words steer toward this abyss, or more 
precisely, how they hover over it, thus bearing the whole disquiet of the 
primary and ultimate philosophical problems. 

Τὸ κακόν is a collective name and the name of a region. In the latter 
meaning it refers to the bad beings as such, to all beings insofar as they 
are determined by badness, by κακία. Likewise, τὸ ὄν is a collective 
name and a regional name; in the latter meaning it refers to the existing 
beings as such, to all beings insofar as they are determined by beingness 
Seiendheit), by οὐσία. That by which a being is determined as such is the 
beingness of the being, οὐσία tod ὄντος 


~ the present being 
~ the beings as such 


‘The present (existing) bad 
‘The bad beings as such 
Badness (that which constitutes 


the bad beings) πο the beingness of beings (being) 


Now just as in the case of τὸ κακόν the collective meaning and the 
regional meaning can change and be confused with one another, as the 
bad thing itself or as badness as such (being bad), so can the meaning of 
the word ‘badness’, wherein the essence of being bad is intended, also be 
used as a collective description, i.e. ‘the badness in the world’, the actually 
ὁ employed in the meaning of 


existing bad. ‘The word ‘being’ is likewis 


present being: 


al discourse ‘being’ usually 


In everyday as well as in vulgar-philosophi 
means beings. Accordingly, what the ancient Greek question ti τὸ dv 
actually seeks, but which just for this reason is not, despite its familiarity 
τὸ us, clearly and properly known, receives the designation οὐσία. Ini- 
s question ti τὸ dv and 


must be to hold on to th 


tially, however, our t 


arrive at a preliminary answer, that is to say, we must first bring οὐσία 
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into view. What thus emerges is a bewildering variety of possible mean- 
ings for οὐσία, so much so that Plato and Aristotle, in their original 
reflections on this problem, were unable to see their way forward. ‘The 
light which was at that time breaking through was so bright that these 
great thinkers were blinded, so to speak, and could only register what was 
proximally presented to them. The initial great harvest first had to be 
brought in. Ever since that time, the history of philosophy has been 
threshing this harvest, and now it is only empt 


straw which is being 


threshed. So we must go out and bring the harvest in anew, i.e. we must 
come to know the field and what it is capable of yielding. We can only do 
this if the plough is sharp, if it has not become rusted and blunt through 
opinions and gossip. It is our fate to once again learn tilling and plough- 
ing, to dig up the ground so that the dark black earth sees the light of the 
sun, We, who have for all too long unthinkingly taken the well trodden 
roads. 


The word οὐσία means many things. Therefore the ambiguity of this 
basic word, as we find it in Plato and Aristotle, is not at all an accident, nor: 
is it a sign of slackness in terminology, but rather indicates the richness 
and unmastered urgency of the problems themselves. Yet precisely if we 
hold fast to this variety of meanings for οὐσία, i.e. for that which was and. 
still is intended by being, then we must be able to understand something 
unitary within this diversity, even without being capable of properly 
grasping it. 


What does this ambiguous word οὐσία really mean? Are we capable of 
discovering a meaning which the Greeks themselves were unable to 
express? Were not the Greeks in the same situation as we ourselves? We 
understand ‘being’, ‘is’, ‘was’, ‘will be’, ete. very readily, such that there 
seems nothing more to understand or ask about. What is supposed to drive 
us on to further questioning? Just thi 


, just the remarkable fact that we 
—as what? The 
table as an object of use, the triangle as a spatial figure. Being as . . 2 
Being in the sense of . . .2 Of what then? This is the question. 

But perhaps someone could, in the final analysis, deter us from this 
question about the meaning of being, namely by pointing out that being 
cannot be viewed in the same way as a table or a triangle. These are 


take what is designated by being, οὐσία, as ‘this’ and “th 


particular things, i.e. beings, about whose being it is possible and neces- 


sary to ask. But being — in the end this is just the beings themselves as 
such; being is 


not itself a being. We thus have no right to interrogate it 
as if it were a being. This is a convincing argument. Appealing to the 
completely different character of being in comparison with beings it is 
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insisted that questions properly pertaining to beings cannot be simply 
transferred to the being of beings. 

What justification is there, however, for appealing to the completely 
different character of being in comparison with beings? This presupposes 
that we already know about the different and particular nature of being, 


ie. that we know the latter's essence. Do we indeed know this? Or do we 
make this appeal on the basis of an obscure intimation that ‘being’ and ‘is’ 
and ‘was’ are not like the things of which we can say that they are or were. 
Can we know, can we want to know, something of the essence of being, if 
at the same time we bar the way to its interrogation? Clearly not. There- 
fore we must ask about what being means. And even if the question of 
what we understand by being is linguistically similar to the question 
concerning our understanding of this being — table -- it does not follow 
that questioning and understanding has the same character in both cases. 
What emerges from all this is just that the question concerning being 
cloaks itself in, and must cloak itself in, the same outward form as the 
question concerning beings. The question concerning being is hidden 
behind a form which is alien to it, and will remain unrecognizable for 
bout beings. So we must follow the philo- 


whoever is used to asking onl 
sophical path, the path which is remote from ordinary understanding, or 
to follow this path. At any event, the necessity of the 
question remains, namely this question concerning the meaning of the 
fundamental word of Greek philosophy, οὐσία. If this word is not just 
sound and fumes, but was able to challenge the genius of Plato, what does 


better, we must ἐν 


it mean? 

Οὐσία tod ὄντος means in translation: the beingness of beings 
Seiendheit des Seienden|. We say, on the other hand: the being of beings 
Sein des Seienden|, ‘Beingness’ is a very unusual and artificial linguistic 
form that occurs only in the sphere of philosophical reflection. We cannot 
say this, howe 


x, of the corresponding Greek word. οὐσία is not an 


artificial expression which first occurs in philosophy, but belongs to the 
everyday language and speech of the Greeks. Philosophy took up the word 


and with 


from its pre-philosophical usage. If this could happen so οἱ 
no artificiality, then we must conclude that the pre-philosophical language 
of the Greeks was already philosophical. This is actually the case. ‘The 
history of the basic word of Greek philosophy is an exemplary demonstra- 
tion of the fact that the Greek language is philosophical, i.e. not that 


Greek is loaded with philosophical terminology, but that it philosoph 
in its basic structure and formation. ‘The same applies to every genuine 
is 50 


language, in different degrees to be sure. The extent to which this 
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depends on the depth and power of the people who speak the language 
and exist within it, Only our German language has a deep and creative 


philosophical character to compare with the Greek.” 


c) Everyday Speech and the Fundamental Meaning of οὐσία: Presence 

If we wish to hearken to the fundamental meaning of this basic word 
οὐσία, we must pay attention to everyday speech. We soon see that in 
everyday linguistic usage there is no sharp distinction between beings and 
being. So also in Greek, οὐσία means beings. ‘Io be sure, not just any 


beings, but such as are, in a certain way, exemplary in their being, namely 
the beings that belong to one, one’s possessions, house and home, the 
beings over which one has disposal. These beings stand at one’s disposal 
because they are fixed and stable, because they are constantly attainable 
and at hand in the immediate or proximate environment. Why do the 
Greeks use the same word for beings as such that they use for house and 
home, possessions? Why is precisely this kind of being exemplary? Clearly, 
only because this being corresponds in an exemplary sense to that which, 
in everyday understanding of being, one implicitly understands by the 
beingness of a being (its being). And what does one understand by being? 
We shall be able to comprehend this if we succeed in determining what is 
exemplary about house and home. 

What is this exemplary character? House and home, possessions, are 
constantly attainable. As constantly attainable they lie close at hand, pre- 
sented on a plate as it were, constantly presenting themselves. 'Vhey are 
what is closest and in this constant closeness they are present and at hand 
in a definite sense, Because they are present and at hand in an exemplary 
sense, we call possessions, house and home, etc. (what the Greeks call 
οὐσία) estate [Anwesen|. In fact, by οὐσία not! 


ig else is meant but 
constant presence | sténdige Anwesenheit|, and just this is what is under- 
stood by beingness. By being we mean nothing else but constant presence, 
enduring constancy. What the Greeks address as beings proper is what 
fulfils this understanding of being as being-always-present. 

We asked how it comes about that these particular beings — house and 
home — become exemplary for beings as such, i.e. for beingness? When we 
sked in this way, it first appeared as if we meant that the word οὐσία, 


with its indicated fundamental meaning, was simply there, such that the 
Greeks then asked which among the many beings best deserved this 


* Cf. Meister Eckhart and Hegel. 
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designation. The actual situation was the reverse: the word οὐσία in 
its linguistic connections with ὅν and ὄντα first arose in the experience 
of these beings. ‘To be sure, this could only occur because what is 
meant by the word already existed: constant presence. For the most 
part, and especially where, as in the case of this fundamental word, it 

n 


is a matter of something ultimate and essential, man has long had 
implicit understanding of what he means, yet without the right word 
possessions, etc, were 


occurring to him. In this case house and home ; 
the particular beings which exemplified beings as such, and_ this 
is something that could only occur because beingness — prior to the 
formation of the word οὐσία — was intended and understood as constant 
presence. 

In summary, the everyday meaning of οὐσία refers to house and 
home, ete. But the Greeks only intend this because of their precursory 
understanding of constant presence. They understand constant presence 
in a pre-understanding, yet without this coming thematically to expres- 
sion. This everyday usage of the word οὐσία, as the self-evident and 
implicit fundamental meaning, is overlooked in the philosophical usage 
of the word. This fundamental meaning then made the word possible as a 
technical term for that which is intended and sought and pre-understood 
in the leading question of philosophy. 


d) The Self-concealed Understanding of Being (οὐσία) as 
Constant Presence. 
Οὐσία as What Is Sought and Pre-understood in the 
Leading Question of Philosophy 


But can we base an interpretation of the concept of being in Greek 
philosophy on this simple explanation of the everyday meaning of 
cial, and external approach if we try to 


οὐσία Is it not a violent, arti 
extract the substantive problem of Greek philosophy from an isolated 
lly when the result — the meaning of being as 
constant presence ~ is nowhere explicitly enunciated in Greek philosophy? 
However, it is precisely the fact that Greek philosophy never explicitly 
for us to inquire 


word-meaning, espec 


states what it means by οὐσία that makes it necessary 
into this question. But what about the violence, artificiality and externality 
of our interpretation? 

‘To be noted here is that we have not appealed to etymology for the 
disclosure of anything originary from the word stem — a process subject to 


great misuse and errors, but which if practiced in the right way and in the 
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right context can also be fruitful. We have nor merely seized on the word 
οὐσία and analysed its meaning, but we have entered into the thing itself 
named by this word in common usage. We have taken the word as express- 
ing anes 


ential comportment of man to the beings of his constant and most 
proximate environment, We have taken language as the primordial revela- 
tion of the beings in whose midst man ΟῚ 
exist in language, in this openness. ‘The Greeks experienced this essential 
character of man as no one else before or after them. Existing in language 
was grasped by the Greeks as the crucial moment of the essential 
definition of man. For they said: ἄνθρωπος ζῷον λόγον ἔχον, man is a 
living being possessed of language, i.e. which holds itself within the 
manifestation of beings in and through language. 

Our interpretation does not amount to an external registration of a 
word meaning by reference to a dictionary. Above all, however, what we 
have said about οὐσία is not a final statement, but only prepares us for the 
philosophical interpretation of the word. Our interpretation does not pro- 
ceed by assembling the meanings of the word from various passages of 
philosophical writing, but by exhibiting it as a basic word, so that we can 
bring to light the innermost problematic of Greek metaphysics, where 
οὐσία is understood from and in the leading question of philosophy. To 


sts ~ man, whose essence is to 


be sure, such a topic could occupy an entire lecture course. 

At this point we are content just with some indications within the 
contexture and limits of our own questioning. The contexture and perspec- 
tive for the problem of freedom is the question of what beings are. How 
does this question involve a challenge? Τὸ make a decision on this problem 
we must actually pose the leading question, i.e. we must place in question 
precisely what is most worthy of questioning! We are inquiring into 
beings as such! And how must we inquire into them, in order that an 
answer should become possible? What does being mean? From where do 
we understand it? It is understood in the understanding of being, and 
indeed not only or for the first time in philosophy, but the other way 


round: philosophy arises from the awakening of an understanding of 
being. In such an awakening there occurs a speaking-out. ‘Thus, in the 
the under- 


awakening of philosophy, in this decisive event of antiquity, 
n ordinary language the 


house and home, estate, ete. Our 


standing of being comes to speak out. Already 
word for being is οὐσία, which meal 


interpretation showed that the pre-understanding of being contained in 
this everyday meaning of οὐσία comprehends the beingness of beings as 
constant presence. 


If being is understood as constant presence, from where does such 
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understanding receive its illuminating power? In which horizon does the 
understanding of being operate? Before we expressly answer this crucial 
question we must show that and how precisely philosophy, insofar as 
philosophy is guided by the question ti τὸ ὄν, also understands being as 
constant presence, and is itself to be grasped from this understanding. 
Ilere we must content ourselves with some minimal references to Plato 
and Aristotle. 


§ 8. Demonstration of the Hidden Fundamental Meaning of οὐσία 
(Constant Presence) in the Greek Interpretation of Movement, 
What-Being, and Being-Actual (Being-Present) 


We have set out from the everyday meaning of the word οὐσία, or more 
precisely, we have set out from what is intended in this word’s pre- and 
extra-philosophical usage: beings gua house and home, or in the broader 
philosophical sense, every present being as present. If, guided by the 
question of what beings are as such, we now attend to the beings we 
proximally encounter (the things around us, whether natural or artificial) 
and if we ask about what constitutes their beingness, this question 
appears clearly posed and ready for an answer. However, the entire history 
of philosophy shows that this elementary question, precisely because 
it is elementary, is of the very greatest difficulty, and is ever again 
insufficiently prepared, i.e. elaborated. 


a) Being and Movement: οὐσία as παρουσία of the ὑπομένον 


When we inquire into what constitutes the being of a present thing, e.g. 
a chair, then we immediately ask about how we conceive a chair, or 
whether we can conceive it at all. But if we disregard the groundless and 
senseless question of whether we grasp a psychical image of the chair or 
the actual chair, if we hold fast to this present thing before us, everything 
is not yet in readiness for asking about what constitutes the thing’s 
presence. There is a lot of talk in philosophy about objects and their 
objectivity, but without prior indication of what it means when e.g. some- 
one has a chair present before him. We could say that things have now 


changed in this regard. We now see clearly that the chair standing there, 
in the room or in the garden, is not like a stone or a piece of wood from a 
broken branch, but that it (and similar things such as tables 
a purpose. This purposiv 


cupboards, 
ness does not attach to such 
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gs in an external way but determines what and how they are. ‘To be 
y. But this still 
does not provide an answer to the question of the kind of presence pos- 


thin, 
sure, it is important to characterize objects of use in this wa 


sed by such things. It is only preparation for this, i.e. for actually asking 


this question, and indeed it is only one specifically oriented preparation. 
tion contributes to our understanding of what and how a 


‘This character 


chair is, but it is incomplete. Indeed, something quite crucial is missing. 
But what else are we supposed to discover about the chair, or more 
accurately, about its way of being, when it just stands there? That it has 
four legs? It could if necessary stand on three. And even if it had just two 
legs, in which ca 
chair, 


it would be lying on its side, it would still be a present 
ulbeit a broken one. In fact, there are chairs with just one leg. We 


can say whether it has a back-rest or not, is upholstered or not, is high or 
low, comfortable or uncomfortable. But we are asking about its way of 
being simply as there to use, however it may be constructed and irrespect- 
ive of whether it is standing or has fallen over. So it stands or lies. It does 
not, therefore, run about, thus it is not an animal or a human. But we are: 
asking about what it is, not about what it is nor. It stands, i.e. it rests. Now 
it is not a great piece of wisdom to establish this. And yet everywhere, and. 
precisely where one cannot shout loudly enough that chairs and tables are 
things and not just representations in us, the much proclaimed ‘being- 
in-itself of such things has been stubbornly ignored. But what do 
ourselves want with all this? What is obtained from this advi 
present chair rests? Just that the chair’s ‘resting’, its ‘standing’, its ‘havii 
a stand’, indicates the fact that it exists in movement. But we said that it 
rests and we placed particular emphasis on this. To be sure, but only 
something whose nature belongs in movement can rest. The number five 
does not and can never rest. This is not because it is constantly in move- 
ment, but because it cannot come into movement at all. Whatever rests 
is in movement, i.e. movability belongs to the being of that which rests. 
‘Thus one cannot, without going into the essence of movement and 
movability, problematize the being of the present chair which stands. 
there. On the other hand, in problematizing the essence of movement, — 
ioning comes into the proximity of the question of being. If we ask 
about the essence of movement, it is necessary to speak of being, even if 


ques 


not explicitly and thematically. 

So it is with Aristotle, of whom we have already said that he grasped 
the problem of movement for the first time, albeit in such a way that he 
neither saw nor grasped its inner connection with the problem of being: 


But he understood that if being-in-movement is a determination of 
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natural things and of beings as such, then the essence of movement is 
needful of discussion, 

Aristotle carried out this discussion in his great lectures on ‘physics’. 
‘Lhis latter word is not to be taken as equivalent to the modern concept of 
physics, but not for the reason that Aristotle’s physics is primitive and 
proceeds without mathematics. It is because Aristotle's physics is not 
natural science at all but rather philosophy, i.e. philosophical knowledge 
of the φύσει ὄντα, knowledge of present things as present. Aristotelian 
physics is not only not more primitive than modern physics, but it is the 
latter’s necessary presupposition, both substantively and historically. 

‘The thematic discussion of movement occurs in the third, fifth, and 
eighth book of the Physics. The first book has an introductory character. 
Aristotle exhibits the inner necessity of the problem of movement by 
showing how the primary and ultimate problematic of all previous 
philosophy presses toward this problem. In this connection he discusses 
the difficulties which face any new treatment of movement. Many things 
about movement (the essence of movement) are problematized. Aristotle 
inquires into the origin of movement in its intrinsic nature. He calls that 
which determines the inner possibility of something the ἀρχή, principle. 
‘The fundamental nature of movement is μεταβολή, change. ‘This is 
change from... to. . . If, for example, this piece of chalk for some reason 
(γένεσις) becomes red, we can take this in two ways: as a change from 
white-coloured to red-coloured, or as a becoming-red of the chalk. In the 
latter case white does not become red, but the white piece of chalk 
becomes a red piece of chalk, not just a τόδε γίγεσθαι (τόδε) ἀλλὰ Kai 
ἐκ τοῦδε. t does not happen that ἃ red thing originates from the 
chalk. A third principle belongs to the inner possibility of the γένεσις ἔκ 
τινος what stays the same throughout the 
first its 


ς τι: the ὑπομένον, 1.6. 
change. But this, the chalk, a singular thing, has a twofold εἶδο 
being-chalk, which does not necessarily involve being-white, and secondly 
this being-white itself. These must be different if change is to be possible, 
namely change as a going-over to something different to and absent from 


the initial state, στέρησις, So γένεσις in the proper sense involves these 
three prin ples: 1. ὑπομένον, 2. εἶδος, 3. στέρησις, 2 and 3 refer to the ἐναντία, 


For καὶ δῆλόν ἐστιν ὅτι δεῖ ὑποκεῖσθαι τι τοῖς ἐναντίοις Kai τἀναντία δύο εἶναι. 


Thus three ἀρχαΐ: on the one hand ὑπομένον, on the other hand the indicated 


Aristotle, Physics 190 a 6. (‘We say not only “this becomes so-and-so”, but also 
from being this, comes to be so-and-so” ’, trans. Hardie and Gaye.) 

Physics 191 a 4 { (‘It is clear that there must be a substratum for the contraries, 
and that the contraries must be two’; trans. Hardie and Gaye.) 


58-59] 


42 Leading Question of Philosophy Ὁ 


opposition, which itself consists of two principles. At least these three (two) 
ἀρχαὶ are necessary; no more are required. τρόπον δὲ τινα ἄλλον οὐκ 
avayxaiov.’ In another sense, however, the principles governing the pos- 
sibility of μεταβολή need not be regarded as three. ἱκανὸν yap ἔσται τὸ 
ἕτερον τῶν ἐναντίων ποιεὶν τῇ ἀπουσίᾳ καὶ παρουσίᾳ τὴν μεταβολήν," as it suffices 
for the possibility of change that one thing displaces another, i.e. that 
change is brought about simply by ἀπουσία (absence) or παρουσία 


(presence). 

‘This passage, considered in its total context, is of significance for us in 
eral respects. Initially there are two linguistic forms of the familiar 
ion two possible meanings of 


word οὐσία. These forms bring to expre: 
οὐσία: ab-sence [Ab-wesenheit] and pre-sence |An-wesenheit). ‘They 
clearly indicate that the concept of οὐσία involves absence and presence, 
At the same time, however, one can also say that if dxovoia-napovoia 
means absence-presence, then οὐσία just means essencehood | Wesenheit), 
i.e. something which hovers over both without being either. So what we 
have maintained is not the case, οὐσία does not mean presence at all. 
The Greeks express presence by παρουσία. This formal linguistic objec- 
tion appears irrefutable, In fact, it cannot be refuted at a linguistic level, 
nor by appealing to what is directly and expressly intended in everyday 
usage of the word, because our thesis that οὐσία means constant present 


simply does not rest on such considerations. 

What we intend by the asserted fundamental meaning will be di 
cussed below. For the moment we hold to the meaning of οὐσία in its 
possible modifications as absence and presence. 


(παρ) ovoia 
Ζ΄ NA 5 

παρουσία ἀπουσία 
The παρουσία which is explicitly set off against ἀπουσία presupposes 
the primordial παρουσία. Just how this is possible remains problem- 
atic, not merely in the sense of a philological difficulty concerning the 
interpretation of Greek philosophical concepts, but as a fundamental 


suk 


antive problem. 


* Physics 191 a 5 £. (Yet in another way of putting it this is not necessary’; trans. 
Hardie and Gaye.) 
ἡ Physics 191 a 6 £. (One of the contraries will serv 


successive absence and presence’; trans. Hardie and Gay 


to effect the change by its 
Ὁ 
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Before entering into this problem in more detail, we must note the 
implications of the quoted passage for our task of interpreting the fun- 
damental word οὐσία. That the interpretation and description of 
μεταβολὴ is oriented to absence and presence — indeed that this was, in a 
certain sense, already the case with Plato, who speaks of change from 
nothing to being and vice versa — to clearly see and understand this is of 
the greatest importance. Change in colour, for example, is conceived as the 
disappearance of one colour and the appearance of another. In the case of 
processes, i.e. of what we call ‘becoming’ in the narrower sense ~ a white 
piece of chalk becoming a red piece of chalk — there is something which 
underlies this change: ὑπο, something remains: μένον. The interpretation 
of the essence of movement proceeds through determinations of remaining 
and not-remaining, of remaining present and remaining absent. 

‘To be noted is that becoming and origination basically mean: obtaining 
being, coming into being, coming to so-and-so-being. It is evident that 
change involves being-other, and thus a connection between being and 
constancy. ‘To be constant (to remain) means to endure in constant 
presence; beingness, οὐσία, is understood as constant presence. 

Yet we have already seen that what we attributed to οὐσία is in fact 
only expressed in παρουσία: παρά means ‘next to’, ‘being adjacent’ in a 
series, being immediately present. ‘To be sure, these are the moments 
of meaning which are immediately intended when Greeks understand 
ia in the usual sense. So we are forced to the thesis that οὐσία always 
— whether or not this is made explicit — παρουσία, and that 
only for this reason can ἀπουσία express deprivation, ie. lack of pres- 
ence. In absence it is not essence but presence which is lacking; thus 
“essence-hood’, οὐσία, at bottom means presence. The Greeks understood 


οὗ 


mean: 


heingness in the sense of constant presence. 
b) Being and What-Being. οὐσία as the παρουσία of the εἶδος 


be a ve 
thing has now been clarified. We would completely close ourselves off 


It would, admitted] y great error were we to think that every- 


from the correct interpretation of the Greek understanding of being were 
we to overlook the fact that the clarification of this particular kind of 
understanding — the understanding of something self-evident yet also 
‘ungrasped (constant presence, presence in general, οὐσία: more sharply: 
παρουσία) — involves constant struggle. 

At first, the Greeks find this almost natural meaning of being, which 
we now formulate as presence, so very problematic that they cannot even 
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discover what, at bottom, 
questions and answers move hither and thither in seeming disorder. On 
the one hand we discover the much proclaimed self-evidence of being; on 
the other hand we find, stubbornly juxtaposed to this, that the way in 
which the proper being of beings is to be grasped from presence remains 
incomprehensible. ἢ 


problematic about it. For this reason their 


I would therefore like to quote a very striking example from a Platonic 
dialogue, the Euthydemus. In doing this I must forgo describing the 
situation of the dialogue, the interlocking and overlaying of the two 
conversations, as well as the course, content, and intention of the work. 
‘The relevant passage can be fairly easily lifted out and treated on its own, 
Socrates recounts to Crito a philosophical-sophistical conversation 
between Dionysodorus, Euthydemus, Cleinias, and Ctesippus. In the rele- 
vant passage,’ Socrates tells of his own contribution to this conversation: 
‘And I asked Cleinias why he was laughing in this way over the most 
beautiful and serious things’. Dionysodorus now took Socrates at his word 
and asked him, according to Socrates’ report: ‘Have you, Socrates, ever 
seen a beautiful thing?’ ‘Indeed’, said Socrates, ‘many, and of many kinds, 
my dear Dionysodorus’. The latter: ‘Were these (the many beautiful 
things) other than the beautiful itself or one with this?’ Socrates: ‘I 
totally embarrassed by this question, found no way out (ὑπὸ ἀπορίας), 
and had to admit to myself that it served me right for being so uppish. 
Nevertheless, 1 replied to the question by saying that “the individual 
beautiful things are something different to the beautiful itself. However, 
in every one of them something of (like) beauty is present”. 
Here — in the crucial answer of Socrates — there occurs, and quite 
naturally so, the word that is important to us, i.e. πάρεστιν, παρεῖναι, 
παρουσία. For what question is under consideration here? It is the ques 


tion concerning what beautiful things are. It is not the question of what 
distinguishes beautiful things from ugly things, but of how we are to 
understand the being-beautiful of these individual beautiful things. 
Being-beautiful (beauty) pertains to every beautiful thing as beautiful. 
But how? If beautiful things are different from being-beautiful, then they 
are not themselves beautiful. Or if the being-beautiful of many things is 
the same as this (beauty), then how can there be many beautiful things? 
Socrates’ answer, i.e. Plato’s response and solution to U problem, asserts 
two things: I. that beautiful things are distinct from beauty. 2. that never- 
theles 


. beauty is present in each of them. This presence constitutes the 


* Plato, Euthydemus 300 e301 a. 
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being-beautiful of the individual things. Is the problem solved in this 
way? Not at all. It is only posed and made explicit, in that the ‘being’ of 
beautiful beings is spoken of, and indeed in the sense of being as presence. 
Despite everything, this ‘presence’ is utterly obscure, so that Socrates’ 
answer is neither intelligible nor valid for the other participants in the 
conversation. This is shown by the way that Dionysodorus responds to 
Socrates. If the being-beautiful of a beautiful thing is supposed to consist 
in the presence of beauty, then the following results: 


cot .. ‘if an ox comes to stand alongside you, and is present beside you, 
are you then an ox? And are you, Socrates, perchance Dionysodorus, 
because I, Dionysodorus, now stand beside you (πάπειμι)}»" Socrates’ 
thesis that being-beautiful, or more generally, that the so- and what- 
being of an individual being consists in its presence, leads to obvious 
nonsense. In this way Plato wants to show that the situation in respect 
of this παρουσία, ie. of the beingness of a being, is anything but 
self-evident. And if it is not self-evident, then the problem must be posed 
and worked through. 

From this, as from many other passages, we can conclude that 
precisely where the pure so-being and what-being of things -- rather than, 
e.g. their origination and dissolution — is spoken of, this word παρουσία 


is employed. παρουσία is not necessarily oriented to ἀπουσία as ἃ 
counter-concept, nor is it used only in such contexts. On the contrary, 
παρουσία stands simply for οὐσία, and expresses the meaning of 
οὐσία more clearly. This is shown by the fact that precisely where 
the οὐσία of the dv, eg. the being-beautiful of existing beautiful 
becomes a problem, παρουσία crops up as a perfectly natural 


things 


expression. 

It would, however, be hasty and superficial to take our thesis that 
οὐσία, being, means constant presence, as the key which immediately 
opens all doors — as if, wherever we encounter expressions concerning 


being, it merely sufficed to insert the meaning ‘constant presence’. 


c) Being and Substance. 
‘The Further Development of the Problem of Being as the Problem 
of Substance. 

Substantiality and Constant Presence 


-vertheless, we have obtained a crucial guideline for the interpretation 
of Greek philosophy, and indeed for the whole development of Western 
philosophy until Hegel. At any event, since antiquity the traditional 
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conception and development of the problem of being has been governed 
by the fact that οὐσία is comprehended as substance, or better, as 
substantiality: substance as the proper beingness of a being. That this 
occurred, that the problem of being took the form of the problem 
of substance and led all further questioning in this direction, is no 
accident. The original impulses thereto can already be found in Plato and 
Aristotle. This cannot be demonstrated here, but we can at least provide 
some indications of how the rigidified problem of substance can be 
loosened up. 

Substantia: 


id quod substat, that which stands under, ὑπόστασις. We have 
already encountered this ὕπο in the Aristotelian interpretation of move~ 
ment. The first structural moment is the ὑπομένον, i.e. that which is 
preserved through all changes of properties and thus through the trans- 
formation of the thing, that which is fixed so to speak, κεῖσθαι. ‘Thus the 
expression ὑποκείμενον very often stands for ὑπομένον. The innermost 
content of the concept of substance has the character of an enduring 
remaining, i.e. of constant presence. 


d) Being and Actuality (Being-Present). 
The Inner Structural Connection of οὐσία as παρουσία with ἐνέργεια 
and Actualitas 


Summarizing what we have so far said concerning the Greek concept of 
being (οὐσία), three things emerge: 


1. The interpretation of movement as a fundamental characteristic of 
beings is oriented to ἀπουσία and παρουσία, absence and presence. 

2. The attempt to clarify the what-being of beings, e.g. beautiful beings as 
such, is oriented to παρουσία. 

3. The traditional conception of οὐσία as 
primordial meaning of οὐσία gua παρουσία. 


ubstance likewise involves the 


After all this, the fundamental meaning of οὐσία in the sense of 
παρουσία still remains obscure. 

Our thesis that being means constant presence can itself be demon- 
strated from the problematic, especially since we do not maintain that the 
Greeks explicitly recognized this understanding of being and made it into 
a thematic problem. We are only saying that their questioning of beings 


proceeds within the horizon of this understanding of being. 
But our thesis fails at a decisive point, namely if we focus on the 
concept of being predominant in ordinary employment of the word 
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‘peing’: being as distinct from not-being. Being or not-being — that is the 
question. Being means being-present, existentia. For example, the earth is, 
God is, i.e. exists or is actual. Being in the sense of actuality. To be sure, 
we saw that this 


only one of the meanings of being belonging to the 
originary structure of the concept of being in everyday understanding. It 
would, therefore, be a fundamental misunderstanding of the problem of 
being were we to pose it as exclusively or primarily the problem of 
actuality, Nevertheless, and precisely in regard to antiquity, we cannot 
pass over the question of whether and how the concept of actuality — 
existence in the traditional sense, as e.g. in Kant — involves the funda- 
mental meaning of οὐσία as constant presence. We can immediately see 
that no progress can be made if we remain at the level of linguistic 
discussions. 

‘To comprehend what is problematic in the word ‘actuality’, we must 
inquire into the philosophical term to which it corresponds. ‘Actuality’ 
Wirklichkeit\ is a translation of the Latin word actualitas — ens in actu, 


i.e. a being in so far as it is actually present, as distinct from an ens ratione, 


ens in potentia, i.e. a being insofar as it is merely possible. However, 
actualitas is itself the Latin translation of the Greek word ἐνέργεια, Our 
word ‘energy’, in the sense of force, has nothing to do with this. What 


pyeta means, as a philosophical expression for existence, actuality, 
being-present, is something totally different from ‘force’. ‘To conceive 
ἐνέργεια as force betrays an external and superficial understanding of 
the concept, in a similar manner as Dionysodorus’ argumentation in 
respect of παρουσία. ἐνεργείᾳ ὄν means actual beings as distinct from 
δυνάμει ὄν, mere possible beings. 

How then is this actuality of the actual to be comprehended? What 


does ἐν 


épyeia mean in its substantive meaning, not just according to the 
dictionary? Does this understanding of being support our more general 
claim that being means constant presence? What does ἐνέργεια have to 
do with constant presence? We certainly cannot discover this without 
entering into the ancient Greek problematic of being (Plato and 
\ristotle). 

However, we have already seen how Aristotle develops the problem of 
being in terms of the problem of movement, where the latter means 
change, μεταβολή. Change involves the disappearance of something and 
the appearance of something else: ἀπουσία and παρουσία. Now it is 


very significant that Aristotle, precisely where he presses forward into 
the genuine depths of the essence of movement, avails himself of the 


concepts évepyeia and δύναμις, and in such a way that, roughly 
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speaking, ἐνέργεια, is attributed to that which is proximally grasped 
through παρουσία. 


μεταβολὴ 
ὡς ον 
ἀπουσία παρουσία 
δύναμις, | ἐνέργεια 


‘These concepts of actuality and possibility, which following the long trad- 
ition of philosophy (including Kant) w 
fundamental concepts of being arise for the first time in Aristotle's treat~ 
ment of the problem of movement. ‘To show what occurs there, and to 
what degree the connection between ἐνέργεια and παρουσία is there 
demonstrated, would lead us too far afield. I choose a shorter way of 
clarifying the fundamental meaning of ἐνέργεια, which simultaneously 
clarifies the connection between the  philosophical/pre-philosophical 
meaning of actuality and the understanding of being as constant” 
presence, 

The word ἐνέργεια stems from ἔργον, work [Werk]. ἐν ἔργον, in 
work, means more precisely: self-holding (self-maintaining) in the activ- 
ity of work. The workhood of work is the essence of work. The Greeks, 
and above all Aristotle, see the workhood of work not in terms of its 
origin, nor in terms of the person who sets the work into motion, but in 
the moment of being finished and ready.” ‘To be sure, the Greeks also see 
the intention of the work, its directedness-to, but they do not regard this 
as the decisive and essential moment. ‘The workhood of work consists in 
its being finished. And what does this mean? Being ready and finished is 
the same as producedness. And again, not necessarily in the sense of being 
produced rather than growing up by and of itself. Rather, the understand- 
ing is directed towards the inner content of producedness, to being 
brought to stand forth from here to there, and, as such, to be now standing, 
there. So producedness means there-standingness [Da-stehendheit), and 


so routinely employ today, these 


1a. means a self-holding in producedness and there-standingness. 

We can now easily see how the crucial moment shines through: the 
presence of the finished thing as such. It is from here that we must seek 
the way to a proper philosophical interpretation of that aspect of Aris- 
interpreted and deformed 


totle’s doctrine of being which has been so mis’ 


ς, and © 1, 1045 Ὁ 


See Aristotle, Metaphysics © 8, 1050. a 21: τὸ γὰρ ἔργον τέ 
κατὰ τὸ ἔργον. 
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that attention has been diverted far away from the genuine problem. ‘This 
is the doctrine of ὕλη and εἶδος, of matter and form. In the usual 
conception, and often with seemingly just reference to Aristotle’s words, 
the actuality of a thing consists in the actualization of its form, εἶδος, in 
matter. The form of the chair, which the craftsman must previously 
imagine in his mind, εἶδος, ἰδέα, is actualized in matter, e.g. in wood. And 
then one wonders about how a ‘spiritual’ form can be located in something 
material. People think it particularly characteristic of Aristotle that 
he brought idea (form), located by Plato in a supersensible world, back 
τὸ matter and the things themselves. This common interpretation of 
Aristotle's philosophy, which one can find in any decent textbook, does not 
recognize the childishness which it attributes to both Plato and Aristotle, 
and simply repeats everything that has been said since philosophy 
declined — to the level of compilers and schools — from the heights 
achieved by these two thinkers. ‘To do the history of philosophy in this 
way would be analogous to deriving our interpretation of Kant from what 
a journalist wrote at the 1924 Kant jubilee. 

However, what is the situation with respect to this actualization of form 
in matter (whereby the actuality of the thing is to be secured)? First, this 


fails to clarify the essence of actuality unless one previously indicates what 


actualization is supposed to mean. Further, it is not an interpretation of 
the Greek concept of actuality unless it has been shown that the Greeks 
understand actuality from the act of actualization, which is precisely (nop 
the case. Above all, however, these discussions concerning form and matter 
continue and proliferate without ever appropriating the standpoint, or 
even asking about it, within which εἶδος and ὕλη are supposed to 
illuminate the actuality of the real. It is not a matter of the embodiment 
of form in substance, nor of the process of production of beings, but 
of that which resides in the producedness of the produced thing. The 
question concerns the way in which workhood must be conceived if it is to 
announce the being of beings. The answer is that precisely the look 

lussehen| of the thing comes to expression in its producedness. οὐσία, 
the being-present of a being as actually present, consists in the παρουσία 
of the εἴδος, Le. in the presence of its look. Actualit 
there-standingness as the presence of its look.” 

When Kant goes on to say that we do not know the thing-in-itself, 
Le. that we do not have an absolute intuition of this but only see an 
“ppearance, he does not mean that we grasp a pseudo-actuality or 


means producedness, 


below pp. 51 ff, on the dv ὡς ἀληθές and on Meta. ©, 10 in particular. 
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something that is only half actual. If that which is present (the beings 
themselves) is conceived as appearance, this means nothing else but that 
5. in its character as appearance. (To 


the actuality of the actual con: 
appear is to come into view, i.e. into the presence of a look, into the fully 
determining determinedness of the self-showing beings themselves|Kant ᾿ 
has the same understanding of being as Greek philosophy. It was not his 
fault, it was not his doing, if the primordial connection between the 
concept of appearance and the radically conceived problem of being had. 
to remain hidden} Instead, when we talk about Kant and others in the 
usual glib way, it is we who are at fault, it is we who belong to the debris: 
rubbed off from the spirit of history. 
In summary, we can say that the ἡ 
of the actual, i.e. the concept of ἐνέργεια as well as the later concept οἱ 
actualitas (actuality) determined by this, does not initially confirm o 
thesis of ‘constant presence’ as the fundamental meaning of being 
Greek philosophy. However, if we do not play games with words, crud 
attempting to derive actuality [Wirklichkeit] from working {/Mirker], b 
rather immerse ourselves in the Greek conception and interpretation 
ἔργον as such, then we immediately become aware of the inner su 
tural connection between the philosophical concept ἐνέργεια and 
as παρουσία. At the same time, we thereby obtain an insight into 
basic concept of the Platonic doctrine of being: ἰδέα, εἶδος. To grasp 
Platonic doctrine of being as the ‘doctrine of ideas’, if this concept ii 
taken purely doxographically, is admittedly an error. For Plato, bei 
means what-being, and the ‘what’ of something is given in its look. Tl 
latter is the way beings present [présentieren| themselves and are prese! 
(anwesend], In the look of a thing there resides its presence (being). 
‘That work in its workhood and producedness as such — whether 
product of craft or as genuine art work ~ plays an essential role in 
formation of the Greek concept of being must be clarified in terms of 
the fundamental attitudes of Greek Dasein.’ What these attitudes show is 
the wrenching of things and forms from and in the fearfulness 
| Furchtbarkeit] of existenca!They expose the lies about the cheerfulness 
of Greek Dasein, Especially noteworthy is that, from an early date and for 
ἃ long time, the word τέχνη stood for knowledge as a whole, i.e. simply 
for the making manifest_of beings. τέχνη neither means technique aS 
practical activity nor is limited to craft knowledge, but it signifies all 
producing in the broadest sense, together with its guiding knowledge. It 


ristotelian concept for the actuali 


expresses the struggle around the presence of beings. We cannot enter now 


into a discussion of other fundamental words of Greek ontology and their 
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proud implications. In discussing the concept of ἐνέργεια reference has 
already been made to Kant’s concept of appearance. That beings as such 
have the character of appearance just means that the being of beings is 
understood as self-showing, as being-encountered, as presence. ‘This inter- 
pretation of the Kantian concept of appearance, likewise our earlier 
interpretation of the Greek concept of being, goes beyond what is expressly 
stated by Kant and the Greeks; that is, our interpretation returns to that 
which stood within the horizon of their understanding of being. If we 
directly ask whether and how Kant himself explicitly interpreted and 
determined the actuality of actual beings, we can discover the following 
statement in the Critique of Pure Reason: ‘That which is bound up with 
the material conditions of experience, that is, with sensation, is actual’,"" 
\ctuality means a connection with sensation. We must, however, like- 
wise forgo discussing how a sufficiently concrete interpretation of this 
determination of the essence of actuality supports what we have just said 


concerning Kant’s concept of appearance.'’ 


8.9. Being, Truth, Presence 
The Greek Interpretation of Being as Being-True in the Horizon of 
Being as Constant Presence. The 6v ὡς ἀληθές as κυριώτατον bv 
(Aristotle, Metaphysics © 10) 


a) Where the Inquiry Stands. 
‘The Previously Discussed Meanings of Being and the 
Exemplary Status of Being-True 


Our proposed elaboration of the leading question of metaphysics through 
to the fundamental question proceeds from the thesis that being means 
constant presence. We attempted to validate this thesis by an interpret- 
ation of the Greek concept of being — οὐσία — in its principal meanings. 
Clearly, everything that follows depends upon the validity of this inter- 
pretation. If this interpretation of being as constant presence is not 
correct, there can be no basis for unfolding a connection between being 
and time, as demanded by the fundamental question. 


CPR A 218, B 226. 

, On ‘being is not a real predicate’, see Heidegger's 1927 lectures, The Basic 
Problems of Phenomenology (trans. Albert Hofstadter, Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 1982), Part One, Chapter One. 
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Yet although Greek metaphysics as such, together with the subsequent 
tradition of Western metaphysics, is of great significance for our problem, 
its implications do not extend this far. For even if for some reason or other 
our interpretation of Greek ontology could not be carried through, what 
we have asserted as the fundamental orientation of the understanding of 
being could be exhibited from our own immediate comportment towards 
beings. So we unfold the leading question of metaphysics in the direction: 
of the fundamental question (being and time) not because the Greeks 
already (albeit implicitly) understood being in terms of time, but simply 
because — as will be shown — we humans must understand being in 
terms of time. Wherever being becomes thematic, the light of ume must. 
come into view. Our thesis that οὐσία means constant presence, i.e. αἱ 
interpretation of the history of metaphysics, can never itself ground 
problem of being and time, but serves merely to illustrate the unfoldi 
of the problem. Moreover, the relevant features of Greek ontology 
only be discovered if we have already assured ourselves, in a philosophi 
manner, of the substantive connections. 

However, the history of metaphysics provides us with more than j 
examples. Of course, we can never rely on the authority of Plato or Kant 
to ground a thesis or problem. But history offers us more than a picture 
earlier and superseded stages of thought. Apart from the fact that pro; 
does not exist in philosophy, so that every instance of genuine philoso} 
is on the same level as regards greatness and smallness, earlier philosop! 
has a constant (albeit hidden) influence on our contemporary existence. 
we try to grasp the Greek concept of being, this is not a matter 
acquiring external historical knowledge. We shall see that, in alte 
form, the Greek concept of being is still present in Hegel’s metaphysi 
We shall not enter into the inner connection between Hegelian m 
physics and Greek philosophy, especially since we have followed the ΟἹ 
concept of being only in some aspects. We have limited ourselves to a 
purely systematic-substantive characterization of the understanding of 
being, We spoke of the original dividedness of being, which we further 
clarified in terms of the various meanings of ‘is’. 

Let us explain this once again by an example: ‘the chalk is white’. The 
‘is white’ expresses the white-being, thus the so-and-so-being of the chalk: 
it is so-and-so. This so-and-so does not necessarily pertain to it, for it could 
a material thing’, we also 


also be red or green. When we say ‘the chalk i: 
refer to the being of the chalk, but in this case not to anything arbitrary, 
rather to what must belong to it for it to be what it is. This being is not an 
arbitrary so-and-so-being, but a necessary what-being. When we say ‘the 
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chalk is’, perhaps in response to a claim that we have only imagined it, 
then being means being-present (actuality). Again, if we enunciate these 
sentences with a specific emphasis — ‘the chalk és white’, ‘the chalk is a 
material thin, 
intend a specific kind of being. We now want to say that it is true — the 
what-being of the chalk, the being-a-thing, the being-present. We now 
mean the being-true. 


. ‘the chalk is present’ — then by this emphasis we also 


We have interpreted the Greek concepts of being corresponding to the 
first three of these meanings of being and have shown them to be 
‘constant presence’. In respect of being-true, however, we 
have thus far given no proof, remarking only that this would be too 
difficult and involved. 


grounded in 


so-and-so-being what-being _being-present _being-true 


(now this — now that) (possibility) (actuality) ? 
ἀπουσία — παρουσία Plato: ἐνέργεια 
παρουσία ἔργον 
παρουσία 


Various investigations have shown me that understanding the first three 
meanings depends on clarifying the fourth. We can conclude this sub- 
stantively from what we have just seen, namely being-true as that which 
is intended by emphasis. Even without emphasis, the meaning of being- 
true is included in all the others. Being-true is therefore an especially 
comprehensive meaning of being. Accordingly, I shall now briefly attempt 
an interpretation of being-true. 

In what way does the asserted fundamental meaning of constant 
presence also apply to being-true? What connection can we see between 
being-true and being as such? To exhibit this connection is difficult, not 
only because we run up against the common opinion of being-true, but 
also because the Greek doctrine of being-true, especially Aristotle’s 
doctrine thereof, has been interpreted in terms of this same common 
conception. It has thus come about that Aristotle’s genuine problematic 
has been comprehensively misunderstood. In such cases the most conveni- 
ent way out is to alter the text so that it can correspond to the common 
©piion and cause no embarrassment. 

Our interpretation of being-true, which aims to show that this too 
relates to the indicated fundamental meaning, will proceed by reference 
‘oa particular Aristotelian text. We shall show how the Greek concept of 
being-true is also understood in terms of constant presence. 
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b) Four Meanings of Being in Aristotle. 
The Exclusion of the ὄν ὡς ἀληθὲς in Metaphysics E + 


First a general preview of the substantive problem. We have learnt thi 
the leading problem of ancient metaphysics, as formulated by Aristotle, i 
ti τὸ ὄν. What is inquired into is the ὄν ἡ dv. Now Aristotle repeatedh 
emphasizes, especially wherever he is introducing a fundamental proble: 
of metaphysics, that τὸ ὃν λέγεται πολλαχῶς, Le. that ‘being is said i 
many ways’. Now πολλαχῶς is itself ambiguous. On the one hand 
signifies the diverse meanings of being, but it also refers to a diversi y 
within one of these meanings, i.e. within the categories. The dv of 
κατηγορίαι is itself multiple, such that one can again inquire into 
πρώτως ὄν, i.e. a primary being. 

Beings as such are addressed in various ways, or, more clearly, 
understand being in various ways."’ Aristotle identifies four ways, whi 
do not immediately coincide with the fourfold structure of being gi 
above. ‘The four modes in which we understand that which is, dv, 
accordingly also that which is not, μὴ dv, are as follow 


1 τὸ ὄν κατὰ τὰ σχήματα τῶν κατηγοριῶν (τῆς κατηγορίας) — 
xa αὑτό, beings as they show themselves in the categories. Βὰ 
example: ‘this chalk is white’, this chalk, this present thing hei 
category of the τόδε τι, Being white, i.e. to be of a certain ¢ it 
ποιόν. The chalk lies here on the lectern: ποῦ, place. 

2 τὸ Sv κατὰ συμβεβηκός, beings in respect of their contingency, th 
so-and-so-being, the being of beings which just happen to be such- 


such at a particular time, e.g. being-red, being-white. 
3 τὸ Sv κατὰ δύναμιν καὶ ἐνέργειαν, beings in respect of their bei 
possible and being-actual. 
4 τὸ dv ὡς ἀληθὲς Kai ψεῦδος, beings in respect of being-irue 
being-false. 


‘The inquiry into the dv ἢ ὅν must already be clear about the various: 
meanings of the ὄν. Such clarity was originally lacking. Only slowly was 
this clarity attained, and even Aristotle is content just to factually dis- 
tinguish these four meanings. No explanation is given as to why just these, 
and these alone, are distinguished, nor does Aristotle explain the prin- 
ciples for distinguishing them. At this point, what is important for us is 
that being-true is explicitly identified as one of these four meanings. Now 


"ἢ Metaphysics A 7. 
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just philosophy in the proper sense, ie, the philosophy which inquires 
juto what beings as such actually are, must this philosophy inquire into 
all four modes of being, or only into those beings and their being 
\chich manifest themselves precisely as proper beings [das eigentliche 
Seiende}? Clearly, philosophy is concerned only with the latter. For if the 
essence of being were clarified by reference to proper beings it should 
ye possible to clarify the essence of non-proper beings [das uneigentliche 
Seiende}. 

‘This is the way Aristotle proceeds in Metaphysics E (V1), where he 
outlines the thematic field of philosophy in terms of the four indicated 
meanings of dv. In so doing, he excludes the ὄν κατὰ συμβεβηκός (the 
second meaning of being) and the ὄν ὡς ἀληθές (the fourth meaning of 
being) from the field of metaphysics. Only the first and the third mean- 
ings remain, which are treated later in the central books of the Meta- 
Z, H, Θ, 1 (VII-X). Why does Aristotle exclude the second 
and fourth meanings? We have already indicated that these are senses of 
being wherein the being of proper beings, thus also proper being, does 
not manifest itself. Why not? The ὄν κατὰ συμβεβηκός is ἀόριστον, it 
is not determinate in its being but is sometimes such and sometimes so; it 
does not refer to anything constantly present, not πέρας and μορφή, 
εἶδος, but to something that occurs at one time only to disappear. 
Thus Aristotle says: φαίνεται yap τὸ συμβεβηκὸς ἐγγύς τι tod μὴ 
ὄντος. Ἶ It is not, therefore, beings proper which are here intended. And 
why is the ὄν ὡς ἀληθές excluded? To put the matter briefly: truth and 
falsity pertain to knowledge of beings, to propositions, to the λόγος 
(discourse) concerning beings. Aristotle calls this τῆς διανοίας τι 
πάθος," a character not of the beings themselves but of their deter- 


physics, 


mination in thought. Being-true pertains to grasping beings in thought, 
not to beings themselves. ‘To formulate the matter in traditional terms, the 
problem of being-true (truth and falsity) belongs in logic and epistemol- 
ogy, not in metaphysics. The exclusion of the second and the fourth 
meanings of being is thus quite in order and immediately convincing. 
Metaphysics, as knowledge of beings as such, is concerned only with 
the ὄν of the categories and with the dv κατὰ δύναμιν καὶ ἐνέργειαν. 
"he ὅν of the categories ~ especially the first category, upon which all the 
others are founded — is treated by Aristotle in Metaphysics Z and H, while 


‘| Metaphysics E 2, 1026 b 21: ‘It seems that the accidental is something closely 
akin to the non-existent’; trans. Tredennick 
Metaphysics E 4, 1028 a 1. 
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the ὄν κατὰ δύναμιν καὶ ἐνέργειαν. 1.6. being in the sense of possibil- 
ity and actuality, is treated in Metaphysics Θ. Furthermore, Book Θ 
presents ἐνεργεία (ἐντελέχεια) as the fundamental meaning of the 
actuality of that which is properly actual. The being proper is the ὄν 
ἐνεργείᾳ. Those beings to which, according to our own interpreta- 
tion, constant presence must be attributed, i.e. those beings properly 
deserving of the name, are ἢ οὐσία καὶ τὸ εἶδος ὀνέργεία ἐστιν." So 
it is Book © of Aristotle’s Metaphysics which discusses the being of proper 
beings. 


c) Thematic Discussion of the dv ὡς ἀληθές as the κυριώτατον Sv in 
Metaphysics © 10 and the Question of Whether This Chapter 
Belongs to Book Θ. 

Connection Between the Textual Question and the Substantive 
Question of the Relation Between Being Qua Being-True and 


Being Qua Being-Actual (ἐνεργείᾳ ὄν) 


Book © concludes with Chapter 10, which itself begins as follows: 


Ἐπεὶ δὲ τὸ ὃν λέγεται Kai τὸ μὴ ὃν τὸ μὲν κατὰ τὰ σχήματα τῶν κατη- 
γοριῶν, τὸ δὲ κατὰ δύναμιν ἢ ἐνέργειαν τούτων ἢ τἀναντία, τὸ δὲ κυριώτατα. 
ὃν ἀληθὲς ἢ ψεῦδος, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν πραγμάτων ἐστὶ τῷ συγκεῖσθαι. ἢ 
διῃρῆσθαι, ὥστ᾽ ἀληθεύει μὲν ὁ τὸ διῃρημένον οἴομενος διηρῆσθαι καὶ τὸ 
συγκείμενον συγκεῖσθαι, ἔψευσται δὲ ὁ ἐναντίως ἔχων ἢ τὰ πράγματα, πότ᾽ 
ἔστιν ἢ οὐκ ἔστι τὸ ὡς ἀληθὲς λεγόμενον ἢ ψεῦδος; τοῦτο γὰρ σκεπτέον τί 
λέγομεν." 


The terms ‘being’ and ‘not-being’ are used not only with reference 
to the categories, and to the potentiality or actuality, or non- 
potentiality and non-actuality, of these, but also, in the strictest 
sense, to denote truth and falsity. This depends, in the case of the 
objects, upon their being united or divided; so that he who thinks 
that what is divided is divided, or that what is united is united, is 
right; while he whose thought is contrary to the real condition of 
the objects is in error. Then when do what we call truth and falsity 


exist or not exist?’ 


Ὁ Metaphysics Θ 8, 1050 b 2 : ‘substance or form is actuality’; trans. Tredennick. 
" Metaphysics Θ 10, 1051 a 34-b 6. 
"The translation here is by Tredennick (modified, see next footnote). 
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‘Thus τὸ δὲ κυριώτατα ὃν ἀληθὲς ἢ ψεῦδος. What is going on here? 
‘The explicit theme is the ὃν (ὡς) ἀληθές. At the close of the properly 
central book of the Metaphysics, Aristotle takes up a topic from logic, 1.6. a 
topic which he himself, earlier in E4, had explicitly excluded from the 
domain of first philosophy. It is thus immediately clear that this chapter is 
συν οἵ place and does not belong where we discover it. This is externally 
indicated by the fact that it stands at the end of the book. Therefore, 
although its overall content is indisputably Aristotelian, someone must 
have added it later. There is no difficulty in assuming this to be the case, 
for Aristotle’s Metaphysics is not a continuously composed work but a 
collection of self-contained treatises which belong together because of 
their affiliated content. Furthermore, that this chapter on being-true can- 
not belong to Θ, which concerns actuality as such, is quite clear from the 
fact that the ὄν ἀληθές, being as being-true, is introduced as even more 
proper than the ἐνεργείᾳ ὄν, which contradicts everything that precedes 
it and everything we know of Aristotle."* 

We can see how the textual question of the correct positioning of this 


final chapter of Book ® also raises the substantive problem of the mean- 


ing of being-true itself, or more precisely, the question of the relation 
between being qua being-true and being qua being-actual. Yet for the 
onal, as also for the most recent interpretation and treatment of 
this Chapter 10, there is no problem here at all, because there can be 
none. For after all, every beginner in philosophy knows that the problem 
of truth belongs to logic and not to metaphysics, especially not to a 
treatise concerned with the fundamental problem of metaphysi 
considerations lead Schwegler, to whom we owe a valuable Hegelian 
commentary on the Metaphysics, to say flatly: “This chapter does not 
belong here’.'” Werner Jaeger, the author of a very valuable study of the 
compa 


Such 


sition of the Aristotelian Metaphysics,” is convinced by Schwegler’s 
So the chapter just stands there, devoid of all connections’.”' Unlike 


view: 


ie unmodified ‘Tredennick translation puts ‘in the strictest sense’ in paren 
with the note ‘This appears to contradict VI. iv. 3. But it is just possible to 
‘nicepret κυριώτατα (with Jaeger) as “in the commonest sense”’. ‘The relevant lines 
of the Ross translation read: ‘The terms “being” and “non-being” are employed 
firstly with reference to the categories, and secondly with reference to the potency or 
actuality of th . and thirdly in the sense of true and false’ {‘Trans.|. ᾿ 

τις, Δὲ Schwegler, Aristoteles, Metaphysik, + vols, 1846-47; unaltered reprint, 
rankfurt am Main (Minerva) 1960. Vol. IV, p. 186. 

W. Jaeger, Studien zur Enuwicklungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles, 
rlin 1912. also W. Jaeger, Aristoteles: Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner 
twicklung, Berlin 1923. 

W. Jaeger, Studien zur Entwicklungsgeschichte, p. 53. 
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Schwegler, however, Jaeger believes that Aristotle, despite this chapter's 
disconnectedness with the book as a whole, himself added it as an 
appendix. 


a) The rejection of © 10's placement in Θ and the traditional 


interpretation of being-true as a problem of logic and 
epistemology (Schwegler, Jaeger, Ross). 
‘The erroneous interpretation of κυριώτατα resulting from 


this interpretation 


's view that a chapter on logic could 
then for the sake of consist- 


If, like Jaeger, one adopts Schwegle: 
not substantively belong in the Metaphys 
ency one should not attribute the addition of this chapter to Aristotle 
himself, especially considering the manner in which Aristotle's chapters 
and books are composed and constructed. Jaeger’s opinion becomes all the 
more curious when, to justify the rejection of Chapter 10's placement in 
©, he goes even further than Schwegler. Jaeger sees the main ‘external? 
hindrance to accepting Chapter 10 in the fact that the dv ἀληθές not 
only supposedly relates to the principal theme, but that this dv is taken as 
κυριώτατα, ie. that beings as being-true are understood as the most 
proper beings. “To me this is very improbable, and it will strike everyon 
else likewise. ‘If anyone were to support the placement of @10 
the ground that only here is the κυριώτατα ὄν attained, he would 
misunderstand the wording, and besides, he would be thinking in am 
ay that whoever maintains that: 


un-Aristotelian way.” Jaeger wants to s 
Aristotle in @10 conceives being-true 
understand what κυριώτατα means, moreover has a concept of being” 


the most proper being does not 


quite foreign to Aristotle. 

I maintain, by contrast, that anyone who conceives @10 as belonging to 
©, and sees it as the genuine culmination of © and of Aristotle’s Meta- 
physics as such, thinks not just in properly Aristotelian terms, but simply 
in Greek terms. The fact that Aristotle closes with 10, interpreting 
being-true as proper being, indicates that Greek metaphysics’ fundamental 
conception of being here comes to its first and ultimate radical expression. 
Only someone who uncritically accepts long-standing traditional 
platitudes about Aristotle could regard this as un-Aristotelian. 

‘Thus it is clear that the apparently external question concerning the 
placement of Chapter 10 in Book © can only be resolved by going into 


Δ Jaeger, Studien zur Entwicklungsgeschichte, p. 52. 
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the problems treated in the chapter and book respectively. We must 
inquire into what fundamental meaning of being makes it possible as well 
as necessary to treat being-true in the context of being-actual, and indeed 
such that being-true constitutes the most proper meaning of being. 
Before answering this question, and thus positively establishing the inner 
necessary connection between ©10 and ©, the doubts concerning this 
connection must be briefly dealt with. We shall begin by discussing the 
argumentation directed against the κυριώτατα. 

If one assumes from the start that @10, since it concerns the ὄν 
ἀληθές, relates to a problem of logic and as such does not belong to the 
overall theme of ©, then one must deny the possibility that the ὄν 
ἀληθές could be referred to as the most proper being, κυριώτατα ὄν. 
‘This κυριώτατα must therefore be removed. There are two alternatives 
here: 1, striking it altogether out of the text, 2. reinterpreting it, so that it 
conforms to the presupposed content of the chapter. The second procedure 
is adopted by Schwegler and especially by Jaeger. The first procedure is to 
be found in the most recent treatment by Ross: seclusi: an post μὲν (a34) 
transponenda”’ ‘There is not the slightest justification for such a violent 
intervention in the text, which is completely in order at this point. It is 
just that the κυριώτατα is anomalous vis-a-vis the presupposed content 
of the chapter. Schwegler’s commentary simply bypasses the κυριώτατα. 
What this implies can be seen from his translation of the Metaphysi 
where he translates κυριώτατα by ‘mainly’ 


being is ‘mainly’ addressed 
as being-true. Jaeger holds to the same conception of κυριώτατα: 
κυριώτατα dv ‘is the most common meaning of being, the most frequent 
meaning of being in everyday usage’. ‘And it is plain that this is the esse 
of the copula.”*' What can we say about this view? There is no evidence for 


it in Aristotle. That the ‘is’ for the most part functions as the copula is 
correct, but it is not the case that the copula for the most part means ‘is 
true’, being-true. This is not because the copula only seldom has this 
meaning, but because it always does, whether explicitly or not. ‘To say, 
with Jaeger, that the copula mostly means being-true is like saying that 2 
plus 2 mostly comes to 4. But while being-true is always intended by the 
‘being’ is for the most part not understood in this way, but in the 
sense of what-being, so-being, being-present. There is no substantive basi 
for the thesis that ‘is’ mostly means being-true, and thus there is no basis 


ΟΠ 


for claiming that ἀληθὲς ὄν as κυριώτατον means being in its usual 


* Aristotle, Metaphysica (Ross), Oxford 1924, Vol. I] 
Jaeger, Studien zur Entwicklungsgeschichte, p. 52. 
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employment. Above all, however, κυριώτατον never refers, neither in 
this context nor anywhere else, to frequency of employment. It is for this 
reason that Schwegler and Jaeger omit any linguistic evidence for their 
arbitrary interpretations. 

Κυρίως, κύριος: the master, the possessor, the owner of something. 
κύριος, κυρίως taken in its characteristic and proper meaning: when 
's not primarily frequency of 


κυρίως pertains to a word, what is intended 
use, but just the word itself in its proper meaning. This proper meaning 
is also the most frequently occurring meaning, while the transferred 
meaning, μεταφορά, is less frequent, foreign, unusual. κυρίως ὄν means 
what a being properly is. κυρίως is often employed by Aristotle to dis- 
tinguish from κατὰ μεταφοράν, ie. a word in its proper meaning as 
distinct from a word in its transferred meaning. 
To be sure, κύριον, that which predominates or rules, is also employed 
by Aristotle in the meaning of ‘the usual’; in accordance with the mean= 
ing of κύριος, master, τὸ κύριον thus means the main or primi 
linguistic usage. The less common or unusual employment of langu 
is, accordingly, denoted by τὸ ξενικόν. In the Rhetoric [2 Aristotle 
says: ἔστω οὖν ἐκεῖνα τεθεωρημένα καὶ ὡρίσθω λέξεως ἀρετὴ, 
σαφῆ εἶναι," every discourse possesses excellence, ἀρετή, to the de; 
that its words make clear what is meant: σαφῆ pév ποιεῖ τὰ κύρια ἢ 
However, if discourse is not to be vulgar, ταπεινῆ, it also requi 
ξενικά, unusual non-standard words. Metaphors and provincial expres- 
sions, etc. belong here. In respect of the employment of language, there~ 
fore, Aristotle uses κύριον in the sense of what is common or usual. But. 
the primary and proper use of language is common because it is proper, 
not the other way around. The proper meaning is the reason for 
Thus the primary and proper meaning of 


frequency in language use. 
κύριον is properness. Metaphysics is in no way concerned with what is” 
common or normal. ‘The latter issue plays no substantive role within it 
at all. 

We must therefore ask what κύριον means elsewhere within 
Aristotle’s philosophical terminology. In Book 6 of the Nichomachean 
Ethics we read: Τρία δή ἐστιν ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ τὰ κύρια πράξεως καὶ 
ἀληθείας, αἴσθησις νοῦς ὄρεξις. There are three things in the 
soul which together make up the κύρια, i.e. that which is proper in action 


* Aristotle, Rhetoric T 2, 1404b 1 Ὁ. 
* Rhetoric T 2, 1404 b 6. 
Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics Z 2, 1139 a 17 £. 
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and knowledge: perception, thought, and will. It would be completely 
nonsensical to translate κύρια here as ‘usual’. Again in Book 9, Aristotle 
says, in connection with the problem of friendship and man’s self-love: εἰ 
yap τις ἀεὶ σπουδάζοι τὰ δίκαια πράττειν αὑτὸς μάλιστα πάντων ἢ τὰ σώφρονα ἢ 
ὁποιαοῦν ἄλλα τῶν κατὰ τὰς ἀρετάς, καὶ ὅλως ἀεὶ τὸ καλὸν ἑαυτῷ περιποιοῖτο, 
εἰς ἐρεῖ τοῦτον φίλαυτον οὐδὲ ψέξει. If a man is always con- 
cerned to do the right and proper thing, in general striving to be noble, 


nobody will censure him as an egoist. And yet precisely such a man 


possesses proper self-love: μᾶλλον εἶναι φίλαυτος ... καὶ χαρίζεται 
ἑαυτοῦ τῷ κυριωτάτῳ, "ἡ for he appropriates for himself what is most 
noble and best, is inwardly bound to what is most essential and proper in 
himself. Here too it would be senseless to translate κυριωτάτῳ as ‘the 
I. And again in Book 1, Aristotle says that ethics is the ἐπιστήμη 
πολιτική, for this is the ἐπιστήμη κυριωτάτη," ie. the highest and most 
proper science which as such encompasses and guides all human action. 
‘Thus Aristotle speaks, in this same sense, of ἀκρότατον ἀγαθόν or 
κυριώτατον ἀγαθόν, ie. the most proper good, the good simply and as 
such. a 


In a manner completely in line with this latter passage, Aristotle 
speaks in Metaphysics ©10 of proper beings. However awkward, this must 
be left standing! To be sure, Jaeger is right to maintain that κύριον can 
mean the most common or usual. But we must insist that, substantively 
speaking, this does not apply to being-true, either in vulgar usage or in 
Aristotle. The κυριώτατα is not to be shaken: it stands firm, announcing 
Aristotle’s intention not only to treat being-true within his metaphysics, 
but to interpret this as the most proper mode of being, and to close his 
treatise on proper being precisely in this way. 


8) Demonstration of Chapter 10's proper placement in Book Θ. 
‘The ambiguity in the Greek concept of truth: 
truth of things and truth of sentences (propositional truth). 
‘The thematic discussion of the being-true of (proper) beings (ἐπὶ τῶν 
πραγμάτων), not of knowledge, in Chapter 010. 


\ristotle’s straightforward claim is that being-true constitutes the most 
proper being of beings, i.e. that being-true as such announces the most 
and 


proper essence of being. This problem arises where he consistent 


* Nichomachean Ethics 18,1168 b 25 
" Nichomachean Ethics A 1, 1094 a 
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explicitly treats of proper being (ἐνέργεια, ἐντελέχεια), in Book ©, 
How the assertion can be justified is shown in @10. In short, the chapter is 
concerned to unfold the proof of the thesis that being-true constitutes the 
most proper being of proper beings. ‘Vhe theme is the being-true of beings, 
i.e. he asks about how beings in themselves must be, in order that they 
may be true, and about the being-true itself which is thus made possible. 
How does this relate to the proper being of beings? 

It must first be shown that the being of beings also remains the theme 
in ©10, and that being-true is drawn into this guiding theme. So after 
introducing the ἀληθὲς dv, i.e. that which is true, as that which most 
properly is, Aristotle immediately says: τοῦτο, namely being-true, τοῦτο, 
δ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν πραγμάτων," this being-true is applicable to the existing thin, 
themselves. Being-true is the being-true of the πραγμάτων, the thin, 
thus is not a property of conceptual thought of things, is not truth 
pertaining to knowledge of beings, is not a property of propo 
the λόγος about beings, does not concern opinion of .. . as suc! 
that, but being-true pertains simply to the beings themselves. From the 
first sentence of the chapter it is evident that the theme differs utter] 
from what it has traditionally and uncritically been taken to be, i.e. that 
does not at all concern being-true as pertaining to conceptual thougl 
and assertion. As to the latter, we read in E 4: ἐπεὶ δὲ ἢ συμπλοκή gow 
καὶ ἡ διαίρεσις ἐν διανοίᾳ ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐν τοῖς πράγμασι, τὸ δ᾽ οὕτως ὃν ἕτερον ὃν 
κυρίως, namely the categories, . . .dgetéov. Analysis and synthesis pertain 
the thinking of beings, not to the actual beings which are thought, th 
they and all their properties, thus also being-true and being-false, are | 


aside. 

Σκεπτέον δὲ tod ὄντος αὑτοῦ τὰ aia,” the beings themselves m 
be considered in relation to what makes them possible as beings. In ©10, 
however, as in Book © as a whole, it is not the being-true of thought but 
only the beings themselves, ultimately their being-true and its possibility, 
which is inquired into. And it is maintained that the being-true of beings 
constitutes the most proper being of beings. Thus not only is the problem 
situated completely within the domain of πρώτη φιλοσοφία, but it is 
problem. © does not address problems of 


itself the latter's most radi 
logic or epistemology at all, but rather the fundamental problem of meta- 
physics. Can any doubt remain as to whether this chapter belongs to Book ®, 


Ἢ Metaphysics © 10, 1051 b 2 
© Metaphysics E 4, 1027 b 29 ff. 
** Metaphysics E 4, 1028 a 3. 
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τὰ to the book which brings the leading question of Greek metaphysics to 
its highest development? Must not the chapter necessarily belong there? 
The chapter is not at all unconnected to the rest of the book, and certainly 
\ristotle did not, despite its alleged unconnectedness, just add it on. 

But how could the real theme of the chapter be so crudely and stub- 
boxnly overlooked? ‘The commentators and those who cite them have, to 
be sure, also read the chapter and interpreted it. Certainly, but there is 
reading and reading. The question is whether we read in the right way, i.e. 
whether we are adequately prepared for seeing what is in front of us, 
whether we measure up to the problematic or not, whether we under- 
stand the problems of being and truth and their interconnection in a 
sufficiently primordial manner, whether we are thus able to move within 
the horizon of the philosophy of Aristotle and Plato. Or whether we rush 
at the philosophical tradition with worn-out philosophical concepts and 
their pseudo-problems, expecting that with such miserable qualifications 
we can decide which additions the text requires, and what Aristotle must 
have thought. This is what happens in the case of Schwegler. The problem 
of truth is known to belong to logic. Being is in any case self-evident and 
does not need to be placed in question. So if Aristotle includes, in the 
main book of his Metaphysics, a chapter which treats of truth from 
the very first sentence, this cannot properly belong here. Irrespective of 
its crudity or refinement, overall or in detail, nothing changes the 


fundamental untenability of such a procedure. 

What therefore is the basic deficiency in the common interpretation of 
this chapter? It stems from the fact that the Greek understanding of the 
essence of truth is just as little interrogated as is the Greek understanding 
of being. This also applies to all subsequent philosophy. Indeed sub- 
sequent philosophy, for reasons we do not need to enter into now, has not 
even been able to take up and make fruitful what the Greek treatment of 
the problem of truth achieved. If this is the situation, then we certainly 


have no right to assume that in one chapter from one book, a chapter that 
asserts and discus a connection between being and truth, everything 
will be carried through with perfect transparency. On the contrary, wher- 
ever the deepest problematic is attained, there remains, despite all acuity 
of questioning, the greatest obscurity. 

What then do the Greeks understand, pre-philosophically and philo- 
Sophically, by truth?” ᾿Αλήθεια, unhiddenness [Unverborgenheit|; not 


Rot: Heidegger, Being and Time, translated by John Macquarrie and Edward 
Xobinson, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1962, § +4. 
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hidden, but brought out from hiddenness. So already and from the outset 
truth as unhiddenness does not pertain to the knowledge and conception 
of beings, but to beings themselves. Thus when Aristotle inquires into the 
unhiddenness of beings, into the truth of beings, this is, for the Greeks, 
the natural and proper way of inquiring into truth. From the very begin- 
ning, the problem of truth is not a problem concerning knowledge and 
conception. It only becomes this in a secondary sense, insofar as the know= 
unhiddenness, is also for 


ledge which grasps beings in their unveilednes 
its part ‘true’, i.e., in Greek terms, it is such as to appropriate, communi: 
cate, and preserve the unhiddenness of beings. ‘The proposition is not 
what is primarily true in the sense of unhiddenness, but is the means 


which we humans preserve and secure truth, i.e. the deconcealment 
beings: ἀληθεύειν. 

᾿Αληθεύει cannot be said of beings themselves; rather, beings are 
ἀληθές in the primordial sense. However, that which ἀληθεύει (unveils 
ie. that which (the λόγος) can be called true in the derivative sense, i 
ἀληθής. ἀληθές means 1. beings as deconcealed, 2. grasping of the decor 
cealed as such, i.e. to be deconcealing. ‘Thus ἀληθές and ἀλήθεια con’ 
an ambiguity — and indeed a necessary one, an ambiguity to which 
must hold fast if we want to get anywhere with the problem of truth. 

What now is the situation in regard to the counter-concept of truth, 
untruth? Untruth is not just hiddenness, but distortion. A correspond! 
sity and untruth. For untruth i 


distinction can also be made between fa 
not simply non-truth — the beautiful is also this ~ but exists where so 
thing is lacking in truth. Untruth exists where there is indeed unhidd 
ness, yet distortion predominates, i.e. where something is, but where 
something presents itself as what it is not. 

At the beginning of Chapter 10, Aristotle makes it perfectly clear thi 
the issue is the being-true of beings: ob γὰρ διὰ τὸ ἡμᾶς οἴεσθαι ἀληθῶς, 
σὲ λευκὸν εἶναι εἰ σὺ λευκός, ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ σὲ εἶναι λευκὸν ἡμεῖς οἱ φάντες τοῦτο, 
ἀληθεύομεν.᾽" ἀληθεύειν is also grounded in the ἀληθὲς ὄν. But since the prim= 
ordial Greek understanding of the essence of truth, along with the Greek 
understanding of being, is no longer taken seriously, this ambiguity in the 
concept of truth is overlooked. τὸ ἀληθὲς λεγόμενον, i.e. that which is true in 
the primordial sense, that which can be addressed as the deconcealed, is the 
beings themselves, the ὄν. 


Ἢ Metaphysics Θ 10, 1051 b 6 tis not because we think truly that you are pale, 
that you are pale, but because you are pale we who say this have the truth’; trans. 
Ross. 
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d) The Greek Understanding of ‘Truth (ἀλήθεια) as Deconcealment 


‘The Being Which Is True (ἀληθὲς ὄν) as the Most Proper Being 
(κυριώτατον ὄν). 
‘The Most Proper Being as the Simple and Constantly Present 


ow poses the problem: πότ᾽ ἔστιν ἢ οὐκ ἔστι τὸ ἀληθὲς λεγόμενον 
When does truth exist and when does it not, i.e. when are beings 
such that they can be true? How must the being of beings be, such that 
beings can be true, i.e. deconcealed? When can beings be properly true 
such? Answer: when every possibility of the untruth of beings is in every 
respect excluded. When is that, and what does truth thereby mean? 
Answer: when truth belongs to being. How is that possible? Answer: when 
being-true constitutes what is most proper about being as such. But what 
is being? Answer: constant presence. ‘Thus, when truth is nothing but the 
highest possible and most proper presence, then truth exists. This is a 
metaphysical question of the purest kind and has nothing to do with so- 
called epistemology. How can being-true belong to the being of beings? 
What is being-true itself, such that it can belong to the being of beings? 
Aristotle must ask these questions if he wants to show that being-true not 
only belongs to beings, but constitutes the most proper being of beings: 
ἀληθὲς Sv as κυριώτατον ὄν. And clearly, only proper being-true, not just 
any arbitrary deconcealment of arbitrary beings, can constitute the most 
proper being of beings. 


Aristotl 


5 


«) The correspondence between being and being-true (deconcealment). 


‘lwo fundamental types of being and their corresponding modes of 
being-true 


What solution to this problem does Aristotle provide? After everything 
that has been said, we cannot expect this highest point of the Greek 
Aristotle’s specific treatment, a differ- 


ontological problematic to show, 


ent character to that of the Greek problematic in general. Here too 
the problem stands within the illumination provided by the natural 
or everyday understanding of being, but without this illumination 
‘self being clarified. I shall sketch out the Aristotelian treatment of 


Metaphysics Θ 10,1051 b 5 £. 
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the problem only in its main features. A full interpretation would take us 
too far afield and would presuppose a thorough familiarity with the 
Aristotelian metaphysics. 

‘Three things should be borne in mind in relation to this problem. First, 
that which properly exists is the dv ἐνεργείᾳ. ἐνέργεια is proper being 
in the sense of self-holding in constant presence. Secondly, truth is the 
deconcealment of beings, and only on the basis of and in relation to 
this deconcealment can truth apply, in a derivative sense, to that which 
determines and conceives beings: ἀληθεύειν, the φάναι or καταφάναι τὸ 
ἀληθές. Thirdly, it is precisely because the essence of truth is the decon= 
cealment of beings that the various kinds of truth are determined by th 
various kinds of beings, i.e. in accordance with the being of these beings. 
one grasps and holds fast to the essence of the Greek concept of truth, 
correspondence between modes of deconcealment and kinds of beings i 
clear and obvious. By the same token, if this correspondence comes to cl 
expression with the Greeks, this reflects their fundamental conception 
truth as the truth of beings (deconcealment). So Aristotle says, clearly 
simply at the end of Metaphysics a 1: ἕκαστον ὡς ἔχει τοῦ εἶναι, οὕτω καὶ 
ἀληθείας," as each thing is in respect of being, so it is in respect of τὶ 
(deconcealment). The mode of being of beings determines the mode 
their possible deconcealment. The latter goes together with being. Pro} 
being-true thus belongs to proper beings. 

It is our claim that, in @10, Aristotle poses the problem of how 
being of beings makes it possible for beings to be true, i.e. deconceal 
What is the proper being-true of beings? It should now be clear that 
problem became unavoidable for Aristotle and the Greeks only after 
leading question ti τὸ ὄν was awakened. ‘This is obvious. We can also 
why Aristotle unfolds this problem in the particular direction he does. Fe 
if his thesis is that the ἀληθὲς ὄν is the κυριώτατον ὄν, the m 
proper being, then he must set out from the question of the being of 
proper beings. The problem does not concern any arbitrary kind of truth 
of any arbitrary being, but the truth of proper beings, i.e. proper truth. 
The connection between being and truth must come into view from con- 
sideration of the proper truth of proper beings, i.e. it must be shown how 
truth as such constitutes the proper being of beings. 

We have thus already sketched out the course of discussion in 010. 
‘The thematic treatment of the problem begins at 1051 b 9 and continues 
until 1052 a 4. The earlier sections introduce the problem. We have 


Ὁ Metaphysics a 1,993 b 30 Γ΄ 
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prev iously treated the most important matters: the thesis, the framework 
of questioning, the truth of things (πράγματα) as the ground of the 
possibility of assertoric truth. What is discussed after a 4 are implications. 
Given the profundity of the problem, Aristotle’s construction of the 
thematic discussion as well as his brevity, acuity, and clarity, are utterly 
astonishing. 

‘the deconcealment of beings is governed by their mode of being, τὸ 
δὲ ἀληθὲς ὡς τὸ εἶναι. When considering the overall classification of 
beings, we discovered a kind of being of which Aristotle remarks: ἐγγύς, 
11 τοῦ μὴ Svt0s,” it is akin to non-being. This is, to be sure, still a being, 
but not a proper being, i.e. this ὄν κατὰ συμβεβηκός is such that it just 
happens to occur on a particular occasion. For example, the white-being of 
the chalk. Chalk does not need to be white. By contrast, the materiality of 
an existing piece of chalk does not just occur now and again, συμ-βεβηκός, 
but is a συγκείμενον, inseparable from the chalk, συν-κείμενον with the 
ὑποκείμενον. Chalk and materiality are here ἀδύνατον διαιρεθῆναι, impos- 
sible to separate. On the other hand, while all kinds of things may change 
an existing piece of chalk, deceitfulness, for example, can never belong to 
the chalk. It is impossible, in an unveiling determination of the chalk, to 
say ‘the chalk deceives’. Aristotle says: ἀδύνατον συντεθῆναι. As already 
mentioned, there are some things that may or may not happen to the 
chalk. What then does being mean with respect to the materially existing 
chalk as such, i.e. the materiality of the chalk? It means to be together- 
with and in this togetherness to be one. By the same token, being-deceitful 
and being-chalk can never possess this togetherness. 

Aristotle begins the thematic discussion by clarifying and defining 
these different modes of being: εἰ δὴ τὰ μὲν ἀεὶ σύγκειται καὶ ἀδύνατα 
διαιρεθῆναι, τὰ δ᾽ ἀεὶ διῆρηται καὶ ἀδύνατα συντεθῆναι, τὰ δ᾽ ἐνδέχεται τἀναντία τὸ 
μὲν γὰρ εἶναί ἐστι τὸ συγκεῖσθαι καὶ ἕν εἶναι, τὸ δὲ μὴ εἶναι τὸ μὴ συγκεῖσθαι ἀλλὰ 
πλείω εἶναι.“ This is just the interpretation of the what-being and so-being of 
beings. In this interpretation we can discover tangible evidence for our 
thesis on being. As the being of what-being (materiality of the 
chalk), being means togetherness, συγκεῖσθαι. But we recall that ὑποκείμενον 
means ὑπομένον. Thus συγκεῖσθαι means not just togetherness in the sense 


general 


_ Metaphysics E 2, 1026 b 21. 
|” Metaphysics © 10, 1051 b 9 ff: “If some things are always combined and cannot 
be separated, and others are always separated and cannot be combined, while others 
are capable either of combination or of separation, “being” is being combined and 
one, and “not-being” is being not combined but more than one’; trans. Ross. 
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of co-givenness but constant co-presence. ‘The chalk is what it is only 
through the constant co-presence of materiality. By contrast, chalk and 
deceitfulness form a constant non-togetherness, i.e. the chalk can never 
contain such a thing within itself and nothing of this sort can occur to it, 
The one must be constantly absent from the other.” Finally there is that 
which is not constantly present but sometimes present and sometimes 
absent, i.e. the accidental, If one does not, from the very outset, realize that 
being means constant presence, one cannot make even the first step 
sage in Aristotle. 


towards understanding this decisive pa 

We now have two basic kinds of being: συγκεῖσθαι and συμβεβηκέναι», 
Here it is crucial to notice that each of these kinds of being has its own 
specific way of not-being or absence. Only after Aristotle has defined th 
kinds of being (what-being and so-being) does he proceed to the genuit 
problem, i.e. to the question of how the being-true and deconcealmei 
(uncoveredness) corresponding to these different kinds of being is 
sible. He begins by interpreting the deconcealment of those beings whit 
can be sometimes this, sometimes that, i.e. he begins with non-pro] 
beings, with beings whose being is most remote from the essence of beii 
as constant presence. When and how does the unveiling (truth) of nor 
constant or accidental beings occur? The deconcealment of the accident 


does not always occur, and indeed precisely does not occur when 
accidental is how it is. The essence of accidental beings is such that it 
truth is not always what it wants to be -- truth. ‘Truth becomes untruth. 
is, therefore, not primarily our own doing if from time to time we err 
think wrongly. How then can the deconcealment of the accidental be su 
that, according to its own essence, it is not always what it is, i.e. τ 
deconcealment can itself turn into untruth, and that beings themsel 
can change independently of our conception of them? We see this ch 
ο΄, This is a true assertion because it takes αἱ 
what this chalk is in its unhiddenness. We hold fast to this true assertion, 
we preserve this truth and go home with it. We can meet and talk about 
the object, describing it in our imagination. If, however, someone has in 


and say ‘the chalk is whi 


the meantime painted the chalk white, or if for some other reason the 
chalk has changed colour, then our true assertion, without any doing on 
our own part, has become untrue. Indeed, it becomes untrue precisely 
because we hold fast to our true assertion, merely through the beings 
themselves and their way of being as sometimes this, sometimes that. By 


” Cf. Plato, Euthydemus. ‘The beautiful things and the beautiful; παρουσία, 
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the same token, the incorrect assertion ‘the chalk is red’ can become 
uncovering, Our assertion has become false, i.e. it no longer unveils but 
rather distorts. In our assertion, ‘white’ conceals what the chalk is revealed 
(deconcealed) to be, namely red. Not only do we cover this up, but Yecause 
ve claim to say something true about the chalk we present it as what it is 
not, We conceal and distort it in what it is and so we deceive ourselves and 
others. ‘The λόγος becomes ψευδῆς — not only does it become incorrect, 
but it leads astray. We are led into error. So at any time the deconcealment 
of the accidental, by 
independently of us. The truth of accidental beings is non-constant, so 
that one and the same assertion, which itself grasps truth, can sometimes 
reveal and sometimes conceal. περὶ μὲν οὖν τὰ ἐνδεχόμενα ἢ αὑτὴ γίγνεται 
ψευδὴς καὶ ἀληθὴς δόξα καὶ ὁ λόγος ὁ αὐτός, καὶ ἐνδέχεται ὁτὲ μὸν ἀληθεύειν ὁτὲ 
δὲ ψεύδεσθαι." The same being in its so-being, and quite apart from any 
change in human conception, can, according to its nature, be deconcealed 
at one time and distorted at another time. This change can be regarded as 
an occurrence, i.e, it just happens. Aristotle does not explain the ground of 
the possibility for this change. Since the essence of the truth of the 
accidental involves the constant possibility of untruth it is not itself 
proper truth, 

What about the truth of the συγκείμενον, of what-being? The decon- 
cealment of the what-being of beings is constant, whether we make use 
of it or not. Seen from the side of beings, as unveiled in their what-being, 
beings are not at one time uncovered and at another time covered up. 
Thus they are not exposed to the possibility of untruth. Yet the 
συγκείμενα are not absolutely and in eve 
bility of distortion. ‘To be sure, the what-being of the chalk is never such 
that it could change through the determination ‘deceitful’ becoming 
applicable to it. Nevertheless, the chalk, determined in its what-being as 
this and this, is always found together with particular determinations such 
as materiality and extension, such that many other determinations are 
essentially excluded from it. Anything with the way of being of the 
συγκείμενον has an essential relation to what cannot belong to it. ‘The 
Possibility thus arises of attributing to it something which does not belong, 
ec. the possibility of distortion. Thus περὶ δὲ τὰ ἀδύνατα ἄλλως ἔχειν od 


virtue of its own intrinsic nature, can change quite 


Ὑ respect immune to the possi- 


Metaphysics © 10, 1031 b 13 ff: ‘As regards the class of things which admit 
of both contrary states, the same opinion or the same statement comes to be false 
and true, and it is possible at one time to be right and at another wrong’; trans. 
lredennick. 
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ληθὴ καὶ ψευδῆ." S 


γίγνεται ὁτὲ μὲν ἀληθὲς ὁτὲ ψεῦδος, ἀλλ᾽ in respect 
of that with which it belongs together it is constantly deconcealed, and in 
respect of that with which it does not belong it is constantly distorted, 
Since it is not possible for this deconcealment to change over to distortion, 
a superior kind of truth belongs to the what-being of beings. This is 
because beings are constantly present as what they are revealed to be, 
Nevertheless, the deconcealment of what-being still involves a possible 
distortion, but this latter lies outside of truth, precisely because the distor- 
tion too is constant, 


B) Truth, simplicity (unity) and constant presence. 
‘The simple (ἀδιαίρετα, ἀσύνθετα, ἁπλᾶ) as the proper being and its 
deconcealment as the highest mode of being-true 


We can see, therefore, that the more proper the being of beings 
purer and more constant is their presence, i.e. the more does deconceal: 
ment belong to beings as such and the more distortion is ruled out. Yet 
long as truth as such remains related to the possibility of untruth, it i 
not the proper and highest truth. Only this latter can constitute 
proper being of beings. Is there then a kind of being-true which as su 
cannot be related to untruth, which absolutely excludes the possibility 
distortion? 

In line with the foregoing development of the problem, this questi 
must be formulated as follows. Is there, in addition to the various modes 
being already discussed, a mode of being to which there belongs the m 
proper being-true? The latter must be defined by the being of the m 
proper beings. This is the next question to be addressed. Now it is of cru 
importance for the content and problem of @10 as a whole that, precisel 
in respect of the question concerning the most proper being-true, 
methodology changes. Aristotle does not begin by inquiring into the beii 
of proper beings in order to then discuss their characteristic being-true, 
but he immediately inquires into the being-true of proper beings, in order 
to then determine their being — in other words and more pointedly, im 
order to define this being-true itself as the most proper being of the most 
proper beings, as that which is most proper about proper beings. 

At two points within his preparatory discussion Aristotle says: 


ἡ Metaphysics © 10, 1051 b 15 £: “As regards things which cannot be otherwise the 
same opinion is not sometimes true and sometimes false, but the same opinions are 
always true or always false’; trans. ‘Tredennick. 


[99-100] 


5.9. Being, Truth, Presence τι 


ὥσπερ --- τὸ ἀληθὲς ... οὕτως >. τὸ εἶναι." and τὸ δὲ εἶναι τὸ ὡς ἀληθές." 
What he had said earlier was ὥσπερ τὸ εἶναι, οὕτως τὸ ἀληθές; now, by contrast, 
he does not proceed from the being of the συμβεβηκός to the being of 
the συγκείμενον and then to the corresponding deconcealment, but he 
inquires first into deconcealment. And how does he inquire? It is now 
clear that the question must be: what is the most proper truth which 
absolutely excludes the possibility of distortion? When does this occur? 

‘The last kind of being considered was a συγκείμενον, e.g. the chalk 
and its determination of materiality. Another example would be a diag- 
onal and its incommensurability with the side of a square. συγκείμενα 
are ἀδύνατα διαιρεθῆναι, i.e. there is no possibility of separation in the 
determination of the being in question. This is what Aristotle refers to as 
ἀδιαίρετα." Is there anything which resists separation of its moments to 
a still greater degree than such cases of constant and necessary co- 
belonging? Clearly there is, namely where there is no togetherness at all, 
no συν, ie. in the case of the ἀσύνθετον. Briefly and positively, the 
ἀσύνθετα can be grasped as τὰ ἁπλᾶ, the simple. So the investigation 
proceeds as follows: συμβεβηκότα, συγκείμενα, ἀδύνατα διαιρεθῆναι, ἀδιαίρετα, 
ἀσύνθετα, ἁπλᾶ. 

While not every ἀδιαίρετον is ἃ ἁπλοῦν, the reverse applies: 
every ἁπλοῦν is a ἀδιαίρετον, indeed in the highest and proper sense, 
for in the case of the ἁπλοῦν not only is there no possibility of separation 
but nothing can be found which belongs together in the first place. When, 
therefore, the pure simple is deconcealed in what it is, nothing else is 
involved which could define it. It is never manifest as this or that but 
purely in itself as itself. The deconcealment of the simple can never be 
distorted by something not belonging to the simple. This deconcealment 
cannot change over to distortion, and not because what belongs together 
with it is constantly revealed but because the simple does not admit of 
togetherness at all. The deconcealment of the simple completely 
excludes the possibility of untruth. Such deconcealment not only never 
changes over into distortion but does not even have any relation to the 
latter. ‘The only possible opposite to this kind of deconcealment is un- 
deconcealment [Unentborgenheit], which, however, can never, according 
τ ts own nature, be distortion or untruth. ‘The deconcealment of the 
Sunple as such is therefore the highest possible mode of being-true, i.e. 


Metaphysics © 10, 1031 b 22: ‘Just as truth is not the same in these cases 
Neither is being’; trans. ‘Tredennick. 
Metaphysics Θ 10, 1031 b 33: ‘being in the sense of truth’; trans. Tredennick. 
ἡ Aristotle, On the Soul Γ 6, 430 a 26 and b 6 ff. 
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proper being-true. And what is this proper deconcealment? Deconceal: 
ment is the manifestness of something which can present itself as itsel 
The deconcealment of the simple is the presence of the simple in a 
of itself. This presence is absolutely unmediated, i.e. nothing can inter: 
vene. Further, this unmediated presence is prior to all other presence. It i 
the highest and most original kind of presence. However, this completely 
unmediated constant presence of itself, “his most constant and purest p) 
ence, ts nothing else but the highest and most proper being. If, accordingly 
the ἁπλᾶ are the most proper beings, if this deconcealment is the hight 
and most proper, and if, furthermore, this proper being-true is nothi 
but absolutely constant presence, then the beings which are properly t 
are the most proper beings: the ἀληθὲς dv is the κυριώτατον ὄν. 
remains to show more precisely: 1. that Aristotle takes the ἁπλᾶ as 
most proper beings, 2. that the essence of the most proper truth is nothiy 
but constant presence. 


Let us recall the leading question of philosophy: ti τὸ ὄν, what 
being? This question inquires into the inner possibility of beings as su 
into their ἀρχή (principle) or αἰτίαι (ground). Now Aristotle says 
μᾶλλον ἀρχὴ τὸ ἁπλούστερον," that which is simpler, more primordial, 
more of a principle. The closer we come to what is simple, the closer 
we come to principles. The more primordially we know, i.e. the m¢ 
primordial the deconcealment of the deconcealed, the more ἁπλούστει 
αἱ αἰτίαι καὶ ἀρχαί." But the question concerning beings as such, 
cisely as knowledge of the ground of beings, is the most primordi 
knowledge, thus the simplest. And what is this which universally belot 
to beings as such? It is being itself, αὑτό τὸ ὄν, the beings themsel 
considered purely in their being. Being does not just sometimes belong 
beings and sometimes not, but belongs to them constantly and beft 
everything else. Being as such, simplicity, unity, cannot be furth 
analysed. Being is the simple itself, and as such it is the primary 
ultimate ground of the possibility of every actual and conceivable bei 
‘That which is most simple is also that which is most proper in beings. 

Now what does Aristotle say about proper beings, i.e. about the bein, 
which have constant presence as their ground (principle, ἀρχή)" τὰς τῶν, 
ἀεὶ ὄντων ἀρχὰς ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι ἀληθεστάτας. ἦ The ἁπλᾶ are most concisely 


" Metaphysics K 1, 1059 b 35. 

“Cf, Metaphysics ἘΠῚ, 1025 b ff. 

" Metaphysics α 1, 993 b 28 f: “The first principles of things must necessarily be 
true above everything else’: trans. Tredennick. 
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mnceived in @10; ἔστιν ὅπερ εἶναί τι καὶ évepycig. ‘These principles 
οὐ - - . 

{ proper beings, i.e. being itself as such, is what is most true and decon- 
5 - Ἢ 

ealed before everything else. Our more radical conception of the problem 
Ree - ‘. 
means that, if beings are to be discoverable and determinable at all, being 


antly deconcealed. Whether or not we actually conceive and 


must be cons 
interrogate being, it is always already unveiled. Being as such stands in 
deconcealment. What does it mean to say that the most simple is the most 
true and deconcealed? What, at bottom, does deconcealment mean? We 
thus come to the second thesis, i.e. the thesis that the essence of proper 
truth is nothing but absolutely constant presence. 


y) Deconcealment of the simple as pure and absolute self-presence 


In the same chapter Aristotle says: τὰ τῇ φύσει φανερώτατα πάντων," 
i.e. that which in its inner nature is most primordially manifest and thus 
most purely present, is the ἀρχαί. ‘That the deconcealment of the simple 
is nothing other than an exemplary presence can be seen from what 
Aristotle identifies as the specific mode of accessibility belonging to the 
simple. 

Let us first recall the deconcealment of beings in the proximal sense, 
i.e. the conceiving of an accidentally (contingently) existing thing as that 
which it reveals itself to be. In saying something about such a thing we 
make an assertion, e.g, we attribute whiteness to the chalk. We claim the 
white thing to be this or that. Our discourse, λόγος, is a καταφάναι; we 
attribute something to the chalk, xatagava τὸ ἀληθές. However, since 
the simple does not admit of analysis, it can only be addressed as itself 
and not as something else, i.e. it can only be named. Aristotle indicates as 
much in ©10: there is no καταφάναι in respect of the simplex, but only 
φάναι, The simple is grasped in its deconcealment only through simple 
inspection, Le. only if we do not allow anything else to intervene. Like- 
Wise when Aristotle characterizes the φάναι τὸ ἀληθές of the ἁπλοῦν: 


this is a θιγεῖν, a touching, a simple grasping, not a conceptualization, not 
® conceiving of the simple as something else. There can no longer be 
τήτησις (inquiry) or διδάξις (explanation) in the usual sense, but in the 
fase of the G@xka@ a ἕτερος τρόπος (different approach) is necessary.” 
Such simple grasping is the only possible mode of access to that which 


With respect to all things which are essences and 


* Metaphysics © 10, 1051 b 30 f 

“ctualities ..’; trans. Tredennick. 
Metaphysics a 1,993 b 11 

Metaphysics Z 17, 1041 b 9 Ὁ 
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presents itself purely as itself. 
of the simple in itself, absolute presence, which according to its essen 
completely excludes everything not yet or no longer present. 

If the simple in this way constitutes that which is most proper 
beings, and if the deconcealment of the simple is nothing else but 
purest presence, prior to everything else (as constant), then this high 
truth of the simple is the most proper being of the most proper bei 
i.e. the τὸ ὃν ἀληθές is the κυριώτατον Sv. 

What about the exclusion of the ὃν ἀληθές in Chapter E 42"! Only n 
can we see why the ἀληθὲς dv is ruled out. For the ἀληθὲς ὄν is there οἱ 
ceived as the ἀληθές of the διάνοια, as ἀληθεύειν. There is also a refere 
to the ἀλήθεια of the ἁπλᾶ, which, it is said, will be treated at a lat 
point.” Yet also in the case of the ἁπλᾶ there is an ἀληθεύειν of νοῦς 
νόησις. Neither is this latter the proper theme. So either (perhaps owi 
to an editorial error) the exclusion is somehow wrong, or something else 
intended with διάνοια. This ἀληθεύειν is not excluded because it 
tains to a subjective condition but because it is a matter here of the 
of being-true and being-distorted which can change over to one ano’ 
‘This ἀληθεύειν is not at all bound to proper beings. On the other h 
every ἀλήθεια of the νόησις is simply what it is. The exclusion occurs becat 
the mode of being of the ἀληθεύειν in question is not itself determined 
beings. At bottom, the truth of διάνοια does not (even where, as Gane 


‘his deconcealment is just the pure presei 


it refers to beings) reveal anything completely autonomous in proj 
beings themselves: ἀληθεύειν οὐκ ἐν τοῖς πράγμασιν (ἐν διανοίᾳ). The a 
however, does indeed concern ἐπὶ τῶν πραγμάτων (περὶ τὰ ἁπλᾶ ... 
ἐν διανοίᾳ). But we already indicated that being-true is always 
intended with the copula. How is this connection between being 
being-true possible? Only now do we discover the dimensions of the prol 
lem. ‘The later deformation of the problem in terms of subject-object, 
and being, etc. remains fundamentally inadequate. 


" Cf. also Metaphysics K 8, 1065 b 21 ff 
Metaphysics Ἐ 4, 1027 b 27 ff. 
of. Metaphysics E 4, 1027 b 25 ff. 
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ὦ The Question of the Being-True of Proper Beings as the Highest and 
Deepest Question of Aristotle’s Interpretation of Being. 
@1() as Keystone to Book © and to Aristotelian Metaphysics in General 


Once this thematic content of ©10 has been brought to light through Τὰ 
interpretation informed by the Greek understanding of being and truth, 
κυριώτατον as the character of ἀληθὲς dv will no longer be found 
disturbing. On the contrary, one would have to find it surprising if 
κυριώτατον did not appear where it does. At the same time it should be 
clear that the way totle develops the problem of being-true has noth- 
ing to do with logic or epistemology. The question concerning being-true 
unfolds as the fundamental problem of the proper being of beings them- 
selves and as such stands in the closest possible relation to what was 
treated in the foregoing chapters of Book Θ. Let me provide yet another 
indication of the unambiguously positive connection between @10 and Θ, 
in order to counter the possible view that, although ©10 does indeed 
relate τὸ Θ it does not actually belong to this book. The topic of Book Θ is 
δύναμις and ἐνέργεια, 1.6. possibility and actuality as fundamental 
modes of being. It is shown that proper being is ἐνέργεια. Proper beings 
are those which exclude every possible change, every possibility of 
becoming-other. We are in the habit of saying that for something to be 
actual, it must first be possible. ‘Thus possibility is primary and prior, 
before actuality. But Aristotle maintains the contrary position: πρότερον 
prea δυνάμεώς ἐστιν." 
to possibility. ‘To be sure, this can only be maintained on the basis of the 
specifically Greek approach to the problem of being, including the fun- 
damental conception of truth as deconcealment. ‘This is not to be entered 
into now. We do say, however, that 10 discusses a fundamental aspect of 
the whole thematic question, i.e. the ever more comprehensive exclusion 
of the possibility of untruth from truth. In @10 there is concentrated the 
‘most radical conception of the basic problem of @. In a word: @10 is not a 
foreign appendix, but rather the keystone of Book Θ which itself is the 
‘entre of the entire Metaphysics. 


Actuality is prior and primary with respect 


Se 
ὃ » from the textual question we have gained some insight into the 
und 

‘damental Greek meaning of being-true as constant presence. As 
it 

‘dicated at the outset, this conception of truth is not just Aristotelian, 


bik : ; panier ; ᾿ 
simply Greek. We have become familiar with the leading question 


Metaphysics © 8, 1049 b 5. 
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of πρώτη φιλοσοφία as the question of what beings are. ‘This questi 
inquires into the being of beings, into beings in respect of their constang 
and presence, i.e. into the deconcealment of beings. Thus Aristotle 
say: ὀρθῶς δ᾽ ἔχει Kai τὸ καλεῖσθαι τὴν φιλοσοφίαν ἐπιστήμην τῆς ἀληθείας 
It is quite proper to call philosophy knowledge of truth, i.e. philosophy 
idered as knowledge, but is knowledge of tru 


not the theory of truth cor 
i.e. knowledge of beings as such in their unhiddenness. 
What has been clearly demonstrated is that the Greeks saw tr 


primarily as pertaining to beings themselves, i.e. that they took bei 
true as the proper being of proper beings. What this ultimately me: 
the Greeks did not show, because they remained at the level of 
leading question, i.e. they did not develop the question of being to 
level of the fundamental question. Neither was this shown subsequent 
for everything became covered up by pseudo-questions such that 
problem was lost sight of altogether. The connections we have exhibit 
require a much deeper clarification — which must proceed from 
problematic of being and time. It does not suffice to place intuit 
truth [Anschauungswahrheit] prior to assertoric truth if the truth 
intuition itself remains unclarified. Truth must be clarified in such a 
that the necessary subordination of assertoric truth to primordial 
can also be comprehended. 

We carrnow close this excursus and return to the main topic. To 
extent we have obtained substantive insights from this reflection 
emerge at the appropriate point later. At this stage what we need to 
firmly in mind is just the natural and self-evident way in which the ΟἹ 
grasp being as constant presence, and how, from the very beginning, 
understanding of being illuminates all steps of the inquiry. The source 
this illumination, however, the light of the same, is time. 


§ 10. The Actuality of Spirit in Hegel as Absolute Presence 


Another thing to remember is that this understanding of being as 
stant presence not only continued from antiquity right through to 
but that this interpretation of being comes to clear expression preci 
where Western metaphysics attains its genuine fulfilment, i.e. where 
basic approach of Greek philosophy, together with the essential moti 


* Metaphysics α 1, 993 b 19 f: ‘Philosophy is rightly called a knowledge of truth! 
trans. Tredennick. 
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Οἱ subsequent philosophical questioning, are brought to a full and unified 
jresentation, with Hegel. 

Hegel's fundamental metaphysical thesis can be seen in his statement: 
ἡ my view, which can be justified only by the exposition of the system 
itself, everything turns on grasping and expressing the True, not only as 
Substance, but equally as Subject’. What this means is that, although it 


js indeed the case that substantiality constitutes the being of beings, 
substantiality must itself, in order for the being of beings to be fully 
comprehended, be conceived as subjectivity. ‘To be sure, subjectivity in the 
modern sense of the concept relates to that which has the character of 
the I |das Ichliche]. But for Hegel, subjectivity is not the I-ness [Ichheit] 
of the familiar empirical egos of individual finite persons, but rather the 
absolute subject, the pure self-grasping of the totality of beings which in 
and for itself grasps the whole multiplicity of beings as such, i.e. which 
can grasp all otherness of beings from itself as the mediation of its self- 
othering.” ‘That the True is actual only as system, or that Substance is 
essentially Subject, is expressed in the representation of the Absolute as 
Spirit — the most sublime Notion’. “The spiritual alone is the actual.” 
Hegel means the proper beings. Accordingly, the being of these beings — 
beings as spirit [Geist] — tells us how to understand being as such. 

So how does Hegel conceive the being of beings gua spirit, or the 
actuality’of this actual? “The spirit . . . is eternal’,” the way of being of the 
spirit is eternity. ‘Eternity will not be, nor was it, but it is’,”' ‘the eternal 
lis]... absolute presence’ {absolute Gegenwart)” This is not the presence 
of the momentary now which immediately flows away, nor is it just 
lasting presence in the usual sense of what continues to endure, but it is 
ἃ presence which stands by itself and through itself, in self-reflected 
duration, a presence of the highest constancy, which itself makes I-ness 


and self-abidingness possible. 
From this brief discussion of Hegel we conclude two things: 1. Hegel, 


who raises the problematic of Western metaphysics into a new dimension 


GWE. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, translated by A.V. Miller, Clarendon 
ress. Oxford, 197, pp. 9-10. 

Cf. Phenomenology of Spirit, p. 10. 

Phenomenology of Spirit, p. 14. 

Phenomenology of Spirit, p. 14. 
Prine 8 gel. Philosophy of Nature (Part Two of Hegel's Encyclopaedia of the 
Ξ seeped Sciences), translated by A.V. Miller, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1970, 

§ 251 
Philosophy of Nature, p. 36. 
Philosophy of Nature, p. 36. 
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by grasping substance more radically as subject, a/so understands being 
sly because this interpretation of the actu: 
the overcoming of being qua substan 
‘ious inner connection to the Greeks. 
sion of the fundamental meaning 


onstant presence’. 2, Preci 
ity of the actual is expressed ἃ 
Hegel’s metaphysics retains a con: 


Summarizing our entire di: 
οὐσία, being, we can see that even a fleeting look into the world of 
great thinkers places us before one simple and forceful fact: the unde 
standing of being, not just in the everyday existence of man and not j 
at the beginning of Greek metaphysics but in the whole history of We 


nu 


ern philosophy, is oriented to being as presence and constancy. This und\ 
standing owes its clarity to the illumination provided by the spontaneo 
implicit understanding of presence and constancy. We have thus si 
ceeded in answering the question as to how being is understood. 1 
leading question of metaphysics — ti τὸ ὄν — inquires into the being 
beings. It was a matter of really asking this question. We oursel 
attempted to do this by posing two questions: 1. What does the questi 
ask about? (being). 2. How is being understood? (constant presence). 
The following series of questions arose: ti τὸ dv, what are beii 
What are beings as such? What are beings in respect of their being? 
is being? What is being understood as? We have, so to speak, dug more 
more into the content of the leading question, and thereby dug out mi 


primordial questions. This is what must occur if we are to really ask 
leading question, if we are, furthermore, to experience the challengi 
character of philosophical questioning, if we are to understand what 
means for philosophy to go-after-the-whole, and finally, if we are to 
the problem of freedom precisely as the problem of metaphysics, and 
be adequately prepared for its discussion. 


{π||-||2} 


CHAPTER THRE 


Working the Leading Question of Metaphysics Through 
to the Fundamental Question of Philosophy 


We have not only identified the leading question of Western philosophy 
put we have teased out the more primordial questions contained therein. 
Has our questioning really come alive in this way? We have indeed 
answered these more primordial questions. The essence of an answer is to 
resolve the question to which it responds. Perhaps we have asked the 
leading question more primordially but in so doing precisely done away 
with it. Not only, just as was previously the case, have we not experienced 
the challenging character of the question, but even this possibility is now 
foreclosed if, namely, the challenge is supposed to reside in something 
other than mere questioning as questioning. At the outset, when we had 
only the rough leading question ‘what are beings?’ before us, at least we 
had some inkling of how such questioning could go to our roots. For we 
ourselves are beings and as such we are co-involved in this questioning. 
But now, after we have shown that the questioning of beings means 
understanding presence and constancy, we can no longer see what this 
understanding of being, this demonstration that being means constant 
presence, has to do with a challenge. To be sure, the leading question 
awakened a more primordial questioning. We thereby arrived at an 
answer, and indeed, as became plain, not just at an arbitrary private 


opinion but at an answer continually given by Western metaphysics, an 
answer which appears so self-evident that it does not even announce itself 
as an answer to a question. Being is understood in terms of ‘constant 
presence’, 

But how do we know that with this thoughtworthy question contained 
in the leading question, with this question about the understanding of 


being, we have exhausted our questioning? Should we be content with this 


“uspoken answer? Is this answer — presence and constancy — the only 


“nswer which could bring us to ask more radically? Is it really so self- 


vident that being is understood as constant presence, and must we accept 
imply because the whole of Western metaphysics has 
"neritically held fast to it? Or may and must we ask what is happening 
when being is so unproblematically understood as constant presence? 


this self-evidence 5 


113-114) 


80 Working the Leading Question of Metaphysics 


11. The Fundamental Question of Philosophy as the Question Concerni 
the Primordial Connection between Being and Time 


If being stands in the illumination of constancy and presence, what lig 
is the source of this illumination? Presence is a character of time. 4 
‘constant’? Conste means endurance, always enduring in every n 
‘The now is likewise a determination of time. Constant presence therefe 


means the whole present, the now, that which is now, constantly in eve! 
now. Constant presence refers to concurrence in every now. Within 
illumination which allows being to be understood as constant presen 
the light which expends this illumination itself becomes visible. ‘T 
light is cime itself. Being, whether in ordinary understanding or in 
explicit ontological problematics of philosophy, is understood in the li 
of time. \ 

How does time come to perform this illumination? Why precisely ti 
Moreover, why time precisely in just one of its moments, the present, 
now? What is time itself, such that it can expend this light and illumis 
being? How do being and time come into this primordial relation? What 
this relation? What does time mean? What does being mean? What, al 
all, does being and time mean? ‘These questions, which once set it 
storm over us, take us a long way from the self-evident. In saying 
being is understood as constant presence we have not answered the | 
ing question but have brought it before the abyss of its own questi 
ability. And with the catchcry ‘being and time’ we have ventured the l 
abyss, such that we now stand in utter darkness, lacking 


into this 
support and bearings. 

Being and Time — there is a book of this title. But this book-title a 
such is just as irrelevant as many others. What is crucial is likewise not 


book itself but that the reader becomes aware of the fundamental 
sics, the metaphysics of our whole existence, 
occurrence over which individual books have no power but before whi 


rence of Western metaphy 


everything else must submit. Being and time is not at all a novelty nor is 
ἃ so-called philosophical standpoint. Even less is it a particular philosop 
whose revolutionary mood might appeal to contemporary youth. It is m 
a novelty, for already the ancients inquired into the essence of tim 
likewise Kant and Hegel and every philosopher. Indeed, just those 

thinkers, Plato and Aristotle, who brought the leading question of phil 
osophy to its first authentic awakening by reference to οὐσία, were also 
to inquire into the essence of time. And y 


especially Aristotle — the 
to inquire into time, and also into being, does not mean understanding th 
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problem of ‘being and time’. Both being and time remained hidden in 
Meir innermost relation and so remained also in subsequent philosophy. 
jhe ‘and’ is the actual crux of the problem. The leading question — what 
are beings? — must itself be transformed into the fundamental question, 
<a into the question which inquires into the ‘and? of being and time and 
thus into the ground of both. This fundamental question is: what is the 
essence of time, such that it grounds being, and such that the question of 
heing as the leading question of metaphys 
within this horizon? . 


can and must be unfolded 


Pressing forward from the leading question to the fundamental ques 
tion, we discovered the questionability of the leading question. ‘This was 
expressed through two questions. First, what is the theme of the question 
concerning beings? Answer: being. Secondly, as what is being understood? 
Answer: as constant presence. The answers to these questions propelled us 
forward into the problematic of being and time. Now we see that this 
problematic also rebounds upon the indicated questions and their answers. 
For it is only from the problematic of being and time that we can ask why 
being is understood, proximally and for the most part, from the specific 
temporal moment of the present (presence). And in respect of the first 
question we must still ask about the conditions of the possibility of the 
distinction between being and beings, which distinction itself allows the 
theme of the leading question to be more sharply determined. How does 
the problematic of being and time help to illuminate the essence of the 
distinction between being and beings, this distinction which, in our com- 
portment to beings, allows us to alw: 


ys already understand being, i.e. to 
exist within the understanding of being? 

So the fundamental question broadens out the whole questionability of 
the leading question. \ whole world of interconnected and equally essen- 


tal questions opens up, from whose perspective the leading question itself 
ppears crude and inadequate, though not as superfluous. On the contrary, 
it is only now, from our insight into the understanding of being and into 
the connection between being and time, that the original leading ques- 
"ton, which seemed to have come from nowhere in particular, receives its 
‘her necessity. Only now does the question concerning beings obtain its 
full scope in the fundamental question of being and time, and thus also do 
iis questions contained therein receive their full questionability. Does 
‘he purported challenging character of the authentically posed leading 
iMestion now become visible? For the latter is the third of the three 
‘Mestions from which we proceeded, in order to show that the problem 
°f freedom is a genuinely philosophical question, i.e. a question which 
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goes -after-the-whole while at the same time going-to-the-root. We asl 
three things.' First: in what way does positive freedom signify a fun 
mental broadening of our probler 
absolute spontaneity, Secondly: what perspective does this broadeni 
open u 


? Our answer referred to autonot 


nswer: absolute spontaneity, causality, beings, the leadi 
question. Thirdly: does this perspective allow us to experience the phi 
sophical going-after-the-whole as a going-to-our-roots? We now grasp 
perspective of the leading question by working through the fundame 
question (being and time). The sch 
view: being and time —! time — constant presence 
such ~ positive freedom. 

But we still cannot discover the challenging character of the quest 


a for this perspective has come i 


— being — beings 


ing of the fundamental question. Perhaps we shall not experience 
at all as long as we are merely looking, having forgotten that we can 
experience it through genuine questioning. But secondly, in gen 
questioning we can only experience the possibility of this challen, 
possibility, however, of a quite distinctive sort. Why, now that the wl 
questionworthiness of the leading question has been released into | 
fundamental question, do we not even see the po: ty of such: 
experience? Because all we have shown is that the leading question 
to the fundamental question. We have simply let the matter stand 
as previously with the case of the leading question. ‘To identify and 
the fundamental question is not the same as asking it. On the contrary, 
more we come to know, and the more primordial questions we co 
know, the stronger becomes the é//usion that this knowing is already qi 
tioning, The more primordial the question known, the more obliga 
does questioning become. 


So everything begins over again with the fundamental question. If 
really want to question, we must be clear over what we wish to plat 
question and in what way. The abbreviated formula is: being and 


‘The question concerns the ‘and’, i.e. the and-relation between the 


elements. If this is not an external relation which merely juxta| 
two things, if it is rather a primordial relation, then it must origins 
equiprimordially from the essence of being and the essence of time. 
and time are interwoven with one another. The ‘and’ signifies a primo 
co-belongingness of being and time from the ground of their essence. 
We inquire neither into being by itself nor into time by itself. Nei 


do we merely inquire into them simultaneously; rather into their ὦ 


' CE. above p. 20. 
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ὁ belonging and what originates therefrom. We can only experience their 
co belonging by examining their respective essences. Therefore we must 
ask first about the essence of being and then about the essence of time. 
But as we unfolded the leading question it emerged that the question of 
peing itself leads to the question of time, for no one will dispute that 


vonstancy and presence are in some sense temporal. We have therefore 
jlready encountered the co-belonging of being and time. We can now see 
more clearly that in inquiring into the essence of being we are compelled 


to inquire into the essence of time. 

What are we inquiring into when we inquire into time? ‘Time — we 
generally refer to this together with something else, i.e. together with 
space, as its sister So to speak. But time and space are not the same. So if 
we inquire into being and time, and if being is the broadest determin- 
ation which encompasses everything that is, then this broadest deter- 
mination is related to something which just exists alongside it, i.e. space. 
Why do we not with equal legitimacy speak of being and space, especially 
when we recall the everyday concept of being and the way it goes over 
into philosophy? Presence, the present: the being of the present is here 
determined not only by the now, but also by the ‘here’ as producedness 
Her-gestelltheit), as there-standingness { Da-stehendheit|. The latter con- 
tain spatial determinations, which even seem to be the ones which are 
emphasized, e.g. by Dionysodorus in the Euthydemus dialogue. So focus- 
ing the problem of being upon the relation between being and time 
amounts to narrowing the primordial scope of the problem. Time does not 


have the same universality as being. Upon closer inspection, this is just 


sertion, albeit an initially obvious one. It stems from the usual 


an 


conception of time, which comes to expression in the usual juxtaposition 
of space and time. 


812, Man as the Site of the Fundamental Question. 
Understanding of Being as the Ground of the Possibility of 
the Essence of Man 


Like space, number, and movement, time counts as something which just 
®ccurs, and which as such is 


»ptible of philosophical examination and 


reflection, But hitherto, because the question of being hi 
in 


s not been posed 


ἃ radical way, the primordial problem of time has never been treated. 
\s ¢ 


an easily be shown, it is the ordinary conception of time which has 
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determined the direction of its questioning, including the answers gi 
as to its essence. So although the investigations of time by Aristo’ 
Augustine, Kant, and Hegel are of undoubted importance, they are 
ject to the fundamental deficiency that they proceed without an expli 
orientation to the problem of being. 

It remains true, however, that the traditional treatments of time 
If we disregard details and ask what 


vide us with important clues. 
constantly said of time, it is th 
other like a thing among things, but if ourselves. ‘Thus Aristotle say 
χρόνον ψυχῆς μὴ οὔσης. “Time could not be if 
In te, ani 


ime is not to be found somewhere 


ἀδύνατον εἶναι 
soul were not’. Likewise, Augustine says in his Confessions 
meus, tempora metior ... Affectionem, quam res praetereuntes in te fac 
et, cum illas praeterierint, manet, ipsam metior praesentem, non ea 

praeterierunt, ut fieret; ipsam metior, cum tempora metior.’ ‘In you, 
spirit, do I measure the times ... When I measure time it is the pr 
impression that I measure, and not the thing itself which makes 
impression as it passes and moves into the past’. Kant conceives ti 
the form of our inner perception, i.e. as a mode of comportment of 


human subject. 

Soul, spirit, the human subject, are the loci of time. If we inquire i 
the essence of time we must inquire into the essence of the human 
The fundamental question concerning being and time forces us into 
question concerning the human being. More generally, the questio1 
beings, when we really unfold it into the fundamental question, lea 
the question of man. 

But we reached this point before, prior to our actual unfolding of 
leading question. For it is clear that the question of man is includ 
such. We already saw that 


the general question of what beings are 
question does not exhibit any challenging character, for we are inqui 
just as much into plants and animals and every kind of being, 1.6. we 
dis-regarding man as such in questioning beings in the whole. 
taining that the leading question also concerns man does not mean all 
much, even if we now establish this from the connection between bei 
and time. Still, are we at the same point as earlier in our consideratio) 
Or is the question of man as necessitated by our development of the leadit 
question into the fundamental question of being and time a diffe 


* Aristotle, Physics A 14, 223 a 26. 
ὁ Augustine, Confessions, translated by R.S. Pine-Coffin, Penguin, Harmon 
worth, 1961, Book ΧΙ, p. 276 (translation slightly modified) 
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μόνον of man to that contained in the leading question? ‘This is indeed 


the Soi’ Aah ; 
problematic of being and time forces us to the question of man, we 


inquire into man not just as a being within the multiplicity of beings, but 
jnto man insofar as time ~ the ground of the most radicalized ontological 
belongs to man. 


case, Le. not only is it different, but fundamentally so. When the 


problem 


‘The questioning of man and ‘the question concerning man’ are by no 
means the same. If we take man as one being among others, we inquire 


into man within the framework of the leading question. If we inquire into 
man in terms of our question of being and time, and of the essence of 
time, we do not ask within the horizon of the leading question but from the 
ground of the fundamental question. Nowadays, all kinds of anthropo- 
logical studies are undertaken, e.g. in psychology, pedagogy, medicine, 
theology. Already this is no longer a fashion, but a plague. Even where 
man is treated in philosophical anthropology, it remains unclear in what 
way man is interrogated and in what way this interrogation is philo- 
sophical. Indeed, we must say that all philosophical anthropology stands 
outside the question of man, which can only emerge from the ground of 
the fundamental question of metaphysics. This questioning of man from 
the ground of the fundamental question is what alone makes possible all 
philosophical questioning of man. On the other hand, inquiring into man 
within the-framework of the leading question is just an incidental inquir- 
ing into man. The questioning of man from the ground of the funda- 
mental question is not only a different kind of questioning in regard to 
the order of problems, but also in regard to its content and_ ba: 
problematic. 


One difference is of particular importance to us here. The question of 
man, as posed within the framework of the leading question, is an also- 
questioning of man — its asks about, among other things, man. Man too 
must be questioned along with all other beings. On the other hand, the 
{uestioning of man which proceeds from the ground of the fundamental 
{estion does not s 


rve just to complete the answer to the leading ques- 


ti 7 

‘ion. but is unavoidable in developing the ground of the leading question 
Or the is ‘ 1 le ὰ ἱ 

a he fundamental question. The properly posed question of being, thus 
he 


question concerning being and time, concerning the essence of time, 


necessari Σ . 
a ἢ artly leads to the question of man. Does this, perhaps, signify a 
lalleng: : ς 


endured 


to man, a challenge that cannot be sidestepped but must be 


if we wish to genuinely ask the leading que: 


te ion rather than just 
®ccupy ourselves 


i with questioning? If we genuinely ask the leading 
les; . 7 ν Η ἀν" Ὁ J ᾿ 
on, are we, remaining within this question, i.e. asking it as the 
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fundamental question, compelled to inquire into the essence of time 
thus into the essence of man? ‘Vime and man? Certainly! Yet time and 
these are not the same; man is not just ‘time’, but has many other ‘pro 
ties’. So while this questioning of man is indeed unavoidable, it is 
one-sided: man is interrogated only in his relation to time. Above 
however, it is not the problem of time itself, but ofly the problem of 
‘experience of time’ that has to do with man. ‘The question concerning 
experience of time is a psychological anthropological question, but αὶ 
not the question of the essence of time as such. 

But all this forgets that we are not inquiring into time in any old 
nor are we inquiring into the experience of time, but we are inqui 
stood from time, in 


into time because, and in so far as, being is unde 
light of time. The particular way we are inquiring into time is al 
prescribed by the question of being, i.e. by what we already know 
this question, quite apart from its connection with time. 

What then do we already know about being? Just those things alr 
indicated in our introductory discussion of the understanding of bein 
1. its scope; 2. its penetration; 5. its unspokenness; 4. its forgottenness; 
undifferentiatedness; 6. its preconceptuality; 7. its freedom from d 
tion; 8. its originary dividedness. ‘To be sure, this is a great deal, and in 
end it is also essential. But if we look more closely we can see that 
things pertain to the understanding of being rather than to being as 
At best, only the fifth and eighth apply to being itself, i.e. beit 
undifferentiated and yet divided. We can now see that we mixed t 
characteristics of being and characteristics of the understanding of 
Did this occur because it was just a preliminary orientation, or does it 
another reason? Is the understanding of being connected partici 
y being? Is this conn 


closely with what it understands, i.e. precisel 
quite different to what holds when we understand and know vi 
beings? Clearly, if being and beings are not the same, there must 
difference. But is the relation between being and the understandi 
being so straightforward that what holds for being also holds for 
understanding of being, i.e. such that being is identical with its 
deconcealment? So that the question of being as such can only be po 
inquiring into the understanding of being (deconcealing)? So that 
st grasp the fundamental question as meaning: the understanding 
being and time? These questions can only be answered through fw 


mu 


substantive discussion of the problem of being. 


Even if we le 
standing of being, one thing is certain, namely that we have a 
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ve open the inner connection between being and 


unde 
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to the problem of being only through the understanding of being.’ 
jlowever, the understanding of being is, in general and provisional terms, 
ἃ comportment of man. In inquiring into being we are not as! 


ing in an 
arbitrary way after arbitrary properties of man but we are inquiring into 
gonething specific in man, his understanding of being. The latter is not an 
arbitrary characteristic of man which he possesses 


along with many other 


properti but it pervades all his comportments to beings, including his 
comportment to himself. Not only does the understanding of being 
pervade all comportments to beings, in the sense that it is present every 
where, but it is the condition of the possibility of any comportment to any 
beings whatsoever. If man did not possess an understanding of being, he 
could not comport toward himself as a being: he could not say ‘I’ and ‘you’, 
he could not be ‘he’ himself, could not be a person. 
sible in his essence. Accordingly, the understanding of being is the ground 
of the possibility of the essence of man. 

When we inquire into being and the understanding of being, then not 


Jan would be impos- 


only are we compelled in general to inquire into man, but this becomes 
unavoidable. The question concerning the ground of the essence of man 
has thereby already become inevitable. In the root and rooting of our 
being human as such the leading question presses forward from its 
ownmost fundamental content. 

If then the question of time is inseparable from the question concern- 
ing being and the understanding of being, if the question of time is even 
the ground of the problem of the question of being, we cannot inquire into 
Ume, and its belongingness to man, in just any arbitrary way. Rather, and 
from the very beginning, we must inquire into time in such a way that we 
can see it as the ground of the possibility of the understanding of being, 
Le. as the ground of the possibility of the ground of the essence of man. 
But then time is not something that occurs only in man, which is the way 
elias understands the matter, ‘The question of the essence of 
rine understanding of being), and the question of the essence of 

ν , they are 
especially so when 


are both questions concerning man, or more precisel 


que: 3 
{Mestions concerning the ground of his e: 
we 


ence. This i 
ir : # ae δὶ 
‘quire into the co-belongingness of being and time, i.e. into the ‘and’. 


Noi Ἢ : 
ὴ Ἢ only does this kind of questioning, a 
le 


i required by the inner content of 
ea a es St i 

᾿ ading question of philosophy, inquire into man in a way quite 

loreig ἢ nes : A 

2 ἘΠῚ to man’s everyday self-reflection, but also it is a questioning of 
nan ρι Μ A i i ‘ 

which goes beyond anything that man’s everyday self-questioning can 

( a Ἢ 

1. above, pp. 70 ff. on ἁπλᾶ and ἀληθές. 
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bring into view. In short, our questioning of man is a questioning 
beyond man as he ordinarily appears to be. 


Freedom 1 


t 


Being-there [Da-sein] 
? 
i 
Man 


ibility of the understanding of being, 
anding of being in its entire scope, 


We are inquiring into the pos 
into the possibility of the unders 
the understanding which allows man to comport himself toward bein, 
the whole. With the fundamental question, we inquire into the totality; 
beings, and this questioning ἐς itself simultaneously directed to the g1 
of the possibility of being human. It takes man into question in 
ground of his essence, i.e. it harbours within itself the possibility 
challenge to man, a challenge which does not come from outside but 
up from the ground of his essence. 

We can now see more clearly: 
question itself leads to the questioning of man; 2. that this is a qu 
ing of man in the ground of his essence, i.e. in his roots; 3. that 
questioning of the leading question is a questioning of beings in 
whole and not specifically a questioning of man, which genuinely 
only through radicalization of the leading question. The leading qu 
does not initially and directly pertain to man, but if its questi 
is radical it rebounds on man and overpowers him in his ground. 


that the questioning of the lea 


questioning of beings in the whole, as a going-after-the-whole, is 
going-to-the-roots. 

But this questioning of man is directed to man’s essential ground. 
thus inquires into man in general, disregarding particular human bei 
Although we can see how the question of being and time connects 
the question of man, we cannot see how we ourselves are specifi 
placed in question. We can only say that, insofar as it is we who pose tht 
questions, we must be implicated in some way. In the end, however, this 
so in respect of every human questioning, including the questioni 
which proceeds within the framework of the leading question, and 
the purely formal re: | implicates its parti 
lars. ‘Thus, however much we radicalize the leading question to 


mn that every unive 
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fundamental question, if the latter is the general problem of being and 
time we can treat it quite objectively and irrespective of whether it con- 
cerns man, such that the individual will not come into question. he 
jroblem of being and time is so general that it does not as such pertain to 
ες individual. Nor does the fundamental question involve any serious 


challenge. It is only a challenge in general, i.e. it concerns nobody in 


particular. 

Our discussions concerning the challenging character of the question 
of being have not been concerned with the possible practical-moral 
application of philosophical propositions by individual human beings, 
but only with whether and how the question itself, i.e. in the question- 
ing demanded therein, involves a challenge. But the leading ques- 
tion cannot be substantively unfolded in any more primordial way than 
into the problem of being and time. In any case I see no further possi- 
bility. If anywhere at all, it is here that the challenge must announce 
itself. 


δ 15. The Challenging Character of the Question of Being (Fundamental 
Question) and the Problem of Freedom. The Comprehensive Scope 
of Being (Going-after-the-Whole) and the Challenging 
Individualization (Going-to-the-Roots) of Time 
as the Horizon of the Understanding of Being 


Being and time: with the problem of being in mind, we are inquiring into 
time, i.e. about whether and how it enables the fundamental condition of 
the possibility of human existence — the understanding of being. Being is 
the broadest horizon of all actual and thinkable beings. The condition of 
this breadth is supposed to be time. So time is supposedly the broadest 


breadth, in which the understanding of being encompasses all beings. But 
what and where is time? Where does time belong? 7o whom does it 
belong’ ? 

Everybody has his time. We have our time with one another. Do we all 
Possess it in some loose way — our time, my time — such that we can cast it 
of at will? Or do we each of us possess our own proper portion of time? 
Do we each of us partake of time, or is it much more that we ourselves are 


Possessed by time? And this 
take le; 


in οἱ 


not just in the indefinite sense that we cannot 
inot escape its fetters, but such that time as 
1} 


is alway. & ae 4 nal orl 
‘lways time, where ‘it is time’, where there is ‘still time’ or ‘no more 


‘ave of time, that we οἱ 


‘ach case our time individualizes each one of us to his own ime 


128-19 


90 Working the Leading Question of Metaphysics 
Ζ 


time’. So long as we do not see that time fulfils its essence as temporal ΟἹ 
by in each case individualizing the human being to himself, temporality 


the essence of time will remain hidden. 


But if temporality is at bottom individualization, then the question 
being and time as such, in accordance with its own content, necessa 
leads to the individualization residing in time itself. 
horizon of being po: the broadest breadth, it concentrates 
breadth in the question concerning man idualization. Not man 
one of many present cases, but man in his individualization, i.e. in 
case the individual as individual. Does not this most primordial cont 
of the fundamental question, as unfolded from the leading question 
philosophy, involve the possibility of a challenge, a challenge constant 
unfailing in its target? This challenge is all the more threatening 
appearing, as it did at first and for a long time subsequently, to 
only general significance, i.e. as pertaining to everyone yet to nobod) 
particular. We can now see that in the essence of time itself there 
individualization, but not as the particularization of a universal, for 
is never primordially universal. ‘Time is always in each case my time, 
and your and our time, not in the external sense of private bour, 
existence, but from the ground of the essence of existence, which is 
each case individualized to itself. ‘This individualization is the conditior 
the possibility for the division in the distinction between person 


Ὁ while time as 


indi 


community 
ely when we obtain the greatest breadth for the problem of 
and time as unfolded from the leading question to the fundamental qt 


Preci 


tion of philosophy, precisely when we really obtain this and do not mi 
s basic content, come to focus on 


talk about it, does the problem, in i 
individual as such. The comprehensive scope of being is one and the 
with the challenging individualization of time. In the ground of 
essential unity, being and time are such that, when they are placed 
question, this questioning is itself comprehensive and challenging. Goi 
after-the-whole is a going-to-the-roots of every individual. Again, 
subsequently and by way of a useful application; rather, the content 
the question of philosophy — ti τὸ ὄν — demands a questioning whose 


more radical broadening implies an ever more certain focus on the 
vidual as individual, placing that individual in question. The third of 
three preliminary questions has thus been answered.’ We asked: 1. I 
the concept of positive freedom involve a fundamental broadening of 


* Gf. above, pp. 20 and 82. 
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joblematic? 2, What perspective does it open up? 3. Does this questioning 
jave the character of a challenge? The inner connection of these three 
questions now reveals that the question concerning the essence of human 
freedom Is built into the leading question of philosophy. The latter has 
unfolded itself into the fundamental question (being and time). In its very 
content, this fundamental question shows that philosophizing involves the 
possibility of a challenge. 

‘The necessary preparations for treating our main theme have thus been 
finally completed. We now know the context of our theme, i.e. that it is 
puilt into the leading and fundamental questions of metaphysics. We can 
see that the question concerning the essence of human freedom, when 
properly posed, is a going-after-the-whole, which simultaneously, and 
according to its inner content, is also a going-to-our-roots. The theme and 
its manner of treatment in this lecture course are such that an introduc- 
tion to philosophy can now be attempted. Yet the theme is particular, 
ely freedom, not e.g. truth or art. 


Le. pres 


freedom 
being-there 


Pe 


being and time 
time 
constant presence 
being 
ti τὸ ὄν 
beings as such 
beings 
movement 
causality 
absolute spontaneity 
autonomy 
positive freedom 
negative freedom 
human freedom 
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S14. Switching the Perspective of the Question: the Leading Question — 
of Metaphysics as Grounded in the Question of the Essence 
of Freedom 


Our theme is human freedom in its essence. It is a matter, then, of reall 
inquiring into this. Where and how do we find the object? To be sure, aft 
our previous considerations we are no longer unfamiliar with it: negatin 
freedom as freedom from ..., positive freedom as freedom for . . . If 
bear the above schema in mind, we can already see the whole domain 
the problem of freedom in all its dimensions. But our unfolding of τ 
horizon for the problem of freedom relied on Kant’s interpretation of 
problem. How do we know that this particular interpretation, howe 
significant it may be, is philosophically central? How do we know 
freedom must be conceived primarily in the context of causality? We hi 
seen that this is one way of inquiring into freedom. But we are 
entitled to assume that this is the only and necessary way of unfolding 
problem. 

If this is the situation, our whole orientation becomes dubious. At 
rate we must put a qualification on our previous considerations. If, as v 
Kant, the problem of freedom is brought into connection with causal 
then and only then does this lead into the further perspective which 
ourselves have opened up. If freedom were to be defined differently fro 
the outset, the perspective would also be different. Indeed, not only 
we admit the possibility of various perspectives on freedom, we 
above all be clear about where we situate freedom prior to the applicati 
of any further perspectives. This too has until now been left unspecifi 
for the fact that we take up different definitions does not explicitly i 
cate either the region where freedom belongs or how it is situated in 
region. If our investigation of the essence of human freedom is to k 
steady course, we must assure ourselves of the field into which we m 
always be looking when inquiring into freedom, and when workin 
toward the illumination of its essence. 

This field seems so clearly defined that we can dispense with 
lengthy discussion. The theme is human freedom, thus freedom in resp 


of man. Yet the nature of man is so enigmatic that this only indicates ho 
totally indefinite and directionless our inquiry is. If it were only a mattel 
of determining and discovering some ins 


could hope to achieve this by running through all man’s possibilities. 


gnificant property of man, 


the knowing of essence, however, it is crucial that we have insight into 


ence prior to every concrete clarification and determination, and thé 
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pis insight remains operative for all subsequent investigation. Prom the 
outset. therefore, our introduction must guide essential insight to the 
where’ we are to seek out freedom and which defines our stand- 
point. This crucial leading of essential insight must, initially, involve a 
yiolent redirection of our gaze. The correctness and necessity of this 
redirection can be established only from the content of essence. At the 
outset, the direction of our essential inquiry into the essence of human 
freedom can only be communicated in the form of a thesis. What is this? 

In fixing the direction of our inquiry into essence, we must possess the 
diversity and breadth of a horizon. In respect of freedom, we have 
obtained something of the sort through our previous discussions. It now 
turns out that the course of these earlier discussions was by no means 
arbitrary. Let us recall our provisional schema of perspectives for the 
problem of freedom. With this in mind, we can establish, concerning the 
fundamental direction of our essential questioning, that the essence of 


place 


freedom only comes into view if we seek it as the ground of the possibility 


of Dasein, as something prior even to being and time. With respect to the 
schema, we must effect a complete repositioning of freedom, so that what 
now emerges is that the problem of freedom is not built into the leading 
and fundamental problems of philosophy, but, on the contrary, the leading 
question of metaphysics is grounded in the question concerning the essence 
freedom: 

But if our essential questioning must take this direction, if the funda- 
mental problem of philosophy must be viewed from this perspective, then 
it is irrelevant whether Kant was correct to interpret freedom within the 
framework of causality. Even if he was not correct in this, still, according 
to the new thesis, causality, movement, and being as such, are grounded in 


freedom. Freedom is not some particular thing among and alongside other 
things, but is superordinate and governing in relation to the whole. But if 
We are seeking out freedom as the ground of the possibility of existenc 
then freedom must itself, in its essence, be more primordial than man. Man 
's only an administrator of freedom, i.e. he can only let-be the freedom 
which is accorded to him, in such a way that, through man, the whole 


Contingency of freedom becomes visible. 

Human freedom now no longer means freedom as a property of man, 
but man as a possibility of freedom. Human freedom is the freedom that 
breaks through in man and takes him up unto itself, thus making man 
Possible. If freedom is the ground of the possibility of existence, the root 
°f being and time, and thus the ground of the possibility of understand- 
‘1g being in its whole breadth and fullness, then man, as grounded in his 
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existence upon and in this freedom, is the site where beings in the who 
become revealed, i.e. he is that particular being through which beings 
such announce themselves. At the beginning of these lectures, we view 
man as one being among others, as a small, fragile, powerless and tra 
tory being, occupying a tiny corner within the totality of beings. Seen no 
from the ground of his essence in freedom, something awesome | 
heuerlich| and remarkable becomes clear, namely that man exists as 
being in whom the being of beings, thus beings in the whole, 
revealed. Man is that being in whose ownmost being and essential gro 
there occurs the understanding of being. Man is awesome in a way that 
god can never be, for a god must be utterly other. This awesome bei 
that we really know and are, can only be as the most finite of all beings, 


the convergence of opposing elements within the sphere of beings, a 
thus as the occasion and possibility of the separation of beings in 
diversity. At the same time, it is here that the central problem of 
possibility of truth as deconcealment resides. 

If we view man in this way — and this is the view forced upon us by 
fundamental content of the leading question of philosophy — if, in 5 
we view man metaphysically, then, provided that we understand 
selves, we no longer move along the path of egoistic reflection upon ow 
We now stand in our own essence, where all psychology breaks dow 
would be unfruitful to engage in further discussions or to put fo 
further hypotheses concerning this metaphysical experience of 
What this is, and how it sets itself to work as philosophy, is experienceab 
and knowable only in concrete questioning. Just one thing is clear. Ma 
grounded in the freedom of his existence, has the possibility of pene 
ing into this his own ground, such that he doses himself in the truly i 
metaphysical greatness of his essence and thus precisely wins himself 
his existential uniqueness. For a long time, the greatness of finitude 
been downgraded through a false and deceptive infinity, such that we 
no longer able to reconcile finitude and greatness. Man is not the image 
a god conceived in the sense of the absolutely bourgeois, but this latter 


is the ungenuine creation of man. 

Still, for the concrete unfolding and development of the problem © 
freedom, the question now arises as to how we can arrive at where ow 
essential questioning leads us. What does it mean to say that freedom 
the ground of the possibility of man’s existence? Freedom is only reveal 
as this ground when our way of questioning, and the conciseness of oul 
tion, succeed in letting it be the ground. We therefore 
ask: what does the existence of man mean? What does the ground of 


conceptual clar 
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aaistenice mean? How do we encounter freedom here 
familiarize ourselves philosophically with the metaphys 


‘This is one way to 


al problem of 


freedom. 

However, I have chosen another way, which leads to the same goal, a 
way which forces us into constant dialogue with the philosophers, ‘a 
jarticular with Kant. We remember that Kant was the first to see the 
problem of freedom in its most radical philosophical consequences. If we 
{jo not unfold the problem of freedom in a monologically free reflection, 


put rather in controver: 


y and dialogue, this is not in order to provide 
historical knowledge of earlier opinions, but in order to understand that 


problems such as ours have their genuine vitality only in such historical 


controversy, in a history whose occurrences lie outside the course of given 


events. 

In entering into controversy with Kant, we again bring the problem of 
freedom into the perspective of the problem of causality. ‘The necessity of 
controversy is all the more pressing if we ourselves grasp freedom as the 
ground of the possibility of existence. The connection between cause and 
ground is uncertain. 

We place the following considerations under the quite general heading 
of causality and freedom. | forgo developing the complicated programme 
of questions which lie hidden under this heading. My concern is that you 
travel a certain distance along the genuine road of ‘research’, albeit with 
the risk that, from time to time, you will lose your view of the whole. 
However, I shall briefly indicate, admittedly in what seem to be arbitrary 
formulas, the problematic which I see hidden in the general heading. 

First of all, the relation between causality and freedom raises the 
question of whether freedom is a problem of causality, or causality a 
problem of freedom. If the latter, if freedom becomes the ground of the 
problem, how must freedom be conceived? Can it be conceived such that 
We n be both negative and posi- 


can see from its essence how freedom οἱ 
tive? 


5 


Can it be shown how freedom, in ii 


sence, is on the one hand 
freedom from 2 


on the other hand freedom for . Where is the 
Primordial unity of this dual structure to be found? Is this a more prim- 


οἱ 
ἀνα or only a superficial view? All these questions reflect upon the 
und, 


amental problem of philosophy, upon being and the understanding 
of being. ᾿ 


PART TWO 
CAUSALITY AND FREEDOM 


TRANSCENDENTAL AND PRACTICAL FREEDOM IN KANT 


CHAPTER ONE 


Causality and Freedom as Cosmological Problem. 
lhe First Way to Freedom in the Kantian System: the 
Question of the Possibility of Experience as the 
Question of the Possibility of Genuine Metaphysics 


Js freedom a problem of causality, or is causality a problem of freedom? 
We must at once ask more fully whether this either-or is relevant at all, 
ie. even if the problem of causality turns out to be the problem of 
freedom, is freedom itself adequately conceived in this way? Does 
ence of freedom ultimately amount to its status as ground of the 
problem of causality? If so, is it sufficient to conceive causality in the 
foregoing fashion? It is not! Must we not conceive freedom more radically 
and not merely as a kind of causality precisely if it is the ground of 
the problem of causality? Where can we find directives for a return to the 


the οἱ 


more primordial essence? 

Kant must have had compelling reasons for bringing freedom into such 
an intimate relationship with causality. Moreover, from our own thesis we 
can see that this connection between causality and freedom originates 
from the inner content of the problem and not from a mere standpoint. 
The content of the fundamental question led us to freedom as the ground 
of the possibility of Dasein, which is where the understanding of being 
occurs. Freedom reveals itself as ground. But cause (causa) is itself a kind 
of ground. 


ΔΊΣ, Preliminary Remark on the Problem of Causality in the Sciences 


a) Causality as Expression of the Questionworthiness of Animate and 
Inanimate Nature in the Sciences 


f we take up the problem of freedom in connection with causality, it is 
i : se siccidta tte 
Acumbent upon us to give some definite indication of what we mean by 


causality ; : 
usality and of the problems it poses. I shall attempt ἃ concrete orientation 


lo causa 7 
Ὁ. causality by reference to the Kantian treatment of the problem, where 
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various historical motives, which are not important for us here, inters 
(Leibniz, Hume). Before we look more closely at Kant’s conception 
causality some indication of the scope of the problem is required, 


Ὁ has 


in a twofold aspect. ‘The research and inquiry we call sci 
main streams, relating to nature on the one hand, and to history on 
other. 


Nature History (man and works of man) — 
Processes Occurrences 

Cause and Effect Cause and Effect 

Causality Causality 

5 i 


‘Today, in these two main streams of scientific research, causality 
become problematic in quite distinctive ways. If we look from outside 
the diversity of investigations, which are no longer capable of 
surveyed by the individual researcher in his discipline, if we observe 
organization of the sciences in societies, institutes, and congresses, if 
see the pace with which one result is overtaken by another and transl 
into so-called praxis, it appears that the only thing we still need to kno 
the extent and means of this gigantic business. Indeed, we still ne 
know just this, in order to combat the inner ruin. For everything, 
brought within the process of a self-perpetuating technique, only 
tains itself when the inner necessity and simple force of genuine moti 
have died out. 


Despite this almost technical progress of scientific research, and de 
this flourishing scientific industry, the sciences of nature and history 8 
more fundamentally questionable today than ever before. The misrelatio 
between routinely produced results on the one hand, and the uncertaint 
and obscurity of fundamental concepts on the other hand, has never b 
so great. Again, it has never been so clear, for those who can see at an 
rate, how the spirit can become confused, powerless, and rootless, yet 
the same time hold the world in bated breath with an avalanche of result 
I do not know how many really grasp this situation and can read the 
signs. 

Let me comment on something seemingly external. At the end 
April, the German Historical Conference took place in Halle. Ther 
was a discussion about whether history is a science or an art. But 
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nobody really possessed the necessary means for this discussion. ‘The 
sthods for grasping this enigmatic problem, and for correctly situat- 
ing it. were lacking. Only one thing became clear, namely that histor- 
jans today do not know what history is, indeed do not even know what 
is required to arrive at this knowledge. It is obvious that one does 


me 


not even know why it occurs that people borrow an opinion from a 
philosophy professor whom they meet by chance, or who happens to be a 
colleague. 

What is the reason for this catastrophic situation, the seriousness of 
which is not diminished by the fact that all these helpless types calmly 
continue their detailed work the very next day? The reason is not that we 
are unable to define the essence of historical science, but that the histor- 
ical occurrence as such, despite the multiplicity of events, does not 
announce itself with unifying force, so that its essential character remains 
misinterpreted and concealed by worn-out theories of historical science. 
‘The historical occurrence as such cannot announce itself if it does not 
encounter an experience that brings it to clarity, an experience that can 
illuminate the historicality of history. It must hereby be decided whether 
history is only a sequence of causally connected facts and influences, or 
whether the causality of the historical occurrence must be grasped in a 


completely different way. 

‘The problem of causality is not a recondite question somehow conjured 
up in philosophy. It concerns the innermost necessity of our relationship 
to the historical as such and thus to the science of history (philology in the 
broader sense). The same applies to the other direction of scientific 
inquiry, the science of nature, whether it be about the lifeless (physics and 
chemistry) or about living nature (biology). It is said that the new physical 
theories — the electrical theory of matter, the theory of relativity and the 
quantum theory — have undermined the hitherto binding law of causality. 
‘The traditional conception of the process-character of material processes 


has become problematic. There is no possibility of a new positive defin- 
ition of nature such that the new inquiries and new knowledge can obtain 
ἃ genuine grounding. The same applies in respect of the essence of organ- 
ism, i.e the fundamental conception of the way of 


we say, live and die. 

‘To repeat, causality is not a remote free-floating concept but expresses 
the innermost questionability of the constitution of animate and inanimate 
πάπαν, But man himself, standing in the midst of nature and bound to the 


°ccurrence of its history, totters and 
distre 


rches in this questionability and 
At the same time, philosophy is familiar with the perspective 
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implied by the concretely understood problem of causality in history 
nature, But precisely this universal confusion, which makes everythi 
shaky and fragile, is the proper time of philosophy. It would be naive 
for a moment to wish it otherwise, but it would be just as shortsighted 
think of ‘saving’ this time through a system of philosophy. On the 
trary, it is a matter of maintaining the genuinely experienced 
experienceable distress. It is a matter of ensuring that this looming q 
tionability, the precursor of great things, is not circumvented thro 


cheap answers and superstitions. 

It is unnecessary, therefore, to provide you with further assurances 
the theme of this introduction to philosophy grows out from, and at 
same time reflects back on, the great directions of research into nat 
and history, directions in which you yourselves stand through mem| 
ship of various faculties of the university. Philosophizing is here no 
activity serving private needs or edification but stands at the centre of 
work which you have set down — or have claimed to set down — 
yourself. 

With these comments on the sciences of nature and history we did 
want to confirm e.g. various errors and deficiencies in the sciences, 
failure of philosophy, nor anything that could justify mutual accusati¢ 
Rather, all these are forebodings and signs of the real shocks and 
placements suffered by our whole existence, in the face of which 
individual can only try not to miss the new voices, difficult to hear as 
are. It would be wrong to think that any individual could tear all 
down by himself. This would only result in the disaster of all ret 
which changes overnight into unendurable tyranny. But it is just 
important to beware of accepting anything and everything without 
tinction, i.e. of becoming the victim of empty public opinion. What 
are seeking is not the mediocre but the centre, the steadfast silence 
the inner complexity and relationality of the essential, which can ne 
be captured in formulas and can never be saved by just knocking down 
opposite. 


b) Causality in Modern Physics. 
Probability (Statistics) and Causality 


What then is causality? To begin with we wish to hear what Kant 58) 
concerning causality, and this for several reasons. First because 
brings causalit 


and freedom into a special relationship, then beca' 
he conceives causality primarily as the causality of nature, which leat 
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to fundamental difficulties for the causality of history. Further, because 
jn contemporary philosophical discussion concerning the problem of 
causality in psychology it is said that the Kantian conception is 
adequate. Finally, because the Kantian problem of causality leads 
jnto a contexture with which we are already familiar, i.e. that of the 
sction between being and time. For in the Kantian conception of 
causality itis the relation to time that is immediately striking, even 
though the problem is not followed through to its ultimate implications. 
So we must first concretely exhibit the Kantian approach to the problem 


conne 


of causality. 

\ comment is necessary on the terribly confused discussions concern- 
ing the problem of causality in modern physics and their meaning for 
philosophy. The confusion has resulted from a talking-past-one-another, 
which itself is due to the fact that the real question has been seen in 
neither physics nor philosophy. The physicists say that the law of causal- 
ity can now be seen not to be an a priori principle of thought, and that, 
accordingly, this law can only be assessed through experience and phys- 
icalistic thought. ‘Contemporary physicists no longer doubt that whether 
causality is complete can only be decided through experience, i.e. they 
no longer doubt that causality is not an @ priori necessity of thought.” 
‘This latter remark naturally alludes to the Kantian conception of causal- 
ity, whereby the first thing to be said is that Kant nowhere claims the 
law of causality as an a priori necessity of thought. What Kant does say 
is that the fundamental principle of causality as natural law can never 
be grounded in experience but is the condition of the possibility of 
experier The philosophers, on the other hand, 
adopt a superior attitude vis-a-vis the claims of physics: whatever 
physicists might say about the law of causality they do not, so the philo- 
sophers declare, possess the requisite means for grasping the problem of 
causality. Neither of these two positions is acceptable. ‘The philosophical 
“ppeal to the ἃ priori is just as dubious as the physicalistic fixation on 
In the end both claims are correct, and yet 


re of nature as such. 


"Xperience is confused. 
neither po: 
Problem 


es sufficient clarity and radicalism to see the crucial 


In w sense has the law of causality become dubious for modern 


assical dynamics is governed by the unconditional principle 
tt knowledge of a state of affairs (the position and speed of material 


Physics? 
th 


P Jordan, ‘Kausalitat und Statistik in der modernen Physik’, in Die Naturwis 


“nschaften XN (1927), p. 105 ff. 
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particles) at any one moment forever determines the course of a οἱ 
system; this is how physics understands the law of causality.” ἢ 
claimed, however, that although a determining causality applies at 
macroscopic level of natural processes, this is not so at the mic 
level, i.e. at the level of those atomic structures which are today re; 
as the elementary physicalistic processes, corresponding to astrophy 
processes (the movements of the planets). 

Atomic physics has demonstrated that physical magnitudes are 
uniformly distributed in nature. Motion does not occur continuoush 
there are leaps and gay 


s. Movements are not subject to unambi, 


determination. Their lawfulness is not dynamical and continu 


causal, but is determinable only at a mid-point, with stati 
probability. 

‘The law governing elementary natural processes is different, and i 
calls this law the principle of causality, physics points to the necessit 
redefining causality. So what does this mean? ‘For the physicist, det 
causality means nothing else than indicating how its existence or 
existence can be experimentally ascertained.” It is thus already clear: 
with the advance of our observations, of our knowledge and experi! 
methods, the definition of causality must also change. 


Here it becomes quite clear that defining causality means 
the possible ways in which its presence can be established. But 
causality is must already be clear prior to ascertaining its presel 
non-presence. Or must this also first be ascertained, and if so how?’ 
is the question physics forgets to ask, but which is decided by 
sophy all too quickly. It is true that, in order to ascertain cau: 
this or that instance, one must already know what one understai 
causality, and one must possess this knowledge prior to all experi 
ascertaining. But what this a priori is, how it is possible, and why 
necessary — this is not decided, and is certainly not decidable by ἃ] 
to Kant. 

Although we should mistrust physics’ claims to authority, it is 
permi 


ble to dismiss the content of its contemporary problems as 
ralled empirical material, for these might point towards new definiti 
of the essence of nature as such. On the other hand, we must 
mistrust the overhasty protestations of philosophy, while not forget 
that its task, for which it alone has the means, is to problematize 


*M. Born, ‘Quantenmechanik und Statistik’, in Die Naturwissenschaften 
(1927), p. 239. 
*P. Jordan 


“‘Kausalitat und Statistik in der modernen Physik’, p. 105. 
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ner possibility of physics and its object, provided, of course, that 
in! : τα ᾿ ἢ 
pilosophy ἰδ itself guided by the true vitality of its most authentic 
, J 


problemat ic. 


δ 16. First Attempt at Characterizing the Kantian Conception 
of Causality and Its Fundamental Contexture: 
Causality and Temporal Succession 


Before asking about whether the causal law is logically nec δ 
and whether this kind of questioning concerning its validity has any 
sense at all, we must get some idea of what causality means as such. 
For this question we must in turn obtain the proper basis for discussion, 
namely the fundamental contexture in which causality belongs. We 
shall proceed from Kant. This can only provide us with clues, the 
correctness and primordiality of which are always subject to renewed 
assessment. 

Kant treats of causality in the ‘Second Analogy’, In Kant’s terminology, 
the Analogies are a specifi¢ set of principles relating to ‘the existence of 
appearances’, i.e. the being-present of beings, ‘nature’ as accessible to us. 
Natural processes, i.e. relations between present appearances in time, 
stand under definite rules of determinability, rules which are not derived 


from accidental or frequently occurring relations of experience, but which 
determine in advance what belongs to the possibility of a natural process 
as such, i. 


a natural process experienceable by us. Thus the ‘general 
principle’ of the Analogies of Experience is given in the first edition as 
follow 


All appearances are, as regards their existence, subject @ priori to 
tules determining their relation to one another in one time’.’ One of 
these rules provides the Second Analogy.’ Kant has different titles for, and 
A) and second (B) 
ditions. In A: ‘principle of production’,’ in Bi ‘principle of succession in 
time, in accordance with the law of causality’.’ In A, his conception of 
the principle is: ‘Everything that happens, that is, begins to be, presup 


All 


different conceptions of, this principle in the first 


: πὰ οι "ἃ 
Poses something upon which it follows according to a rule’.” In B: 


CPR A 1771 
CPR A 180 ff, B 252 ff. 
CPR A 180, 
CPR B 23 
CPR A 189, 
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alterations take place in conformity with the law of the connectii 
cause and effect’.” 

‘The law of causality yields a fundamental principle of temporal οἱ 
ston. Causality is itself related to temporal succession. How does cau: 
come into a relationship with temporal succession? What does temy 
succession mean? A cause is always the cause of an effect. That whi 


brought about we also call the outcome. An outcome is something 
follows from something else. So to bring about, to effect, means to 
follow. As the effecting of the effect, the cause lets something foll 
and thus is itself prior. The cause-effect relation thus involves p 
and outcome: the following-on of one thing from another, su 
which Kant conceives as temporal succession. We therefore see the ct 
tion between causality and temporal succession. This connection mi 
firmly borne in mind if we are to understand Kant’s elucidation 
essence of causality. 


Causality means temporal succession. But what does temporal 
sion mean? Literally, it means that one time follows-on from 
time. For example, Kant says that ‘different times are not simul! 
but successive’."” Time ‘constantly flows’. Its ‘constancy’ is just this 
ing. On the other hand Kant emphasizes: ‘If we ascribe succession to 
itself, we must think yet another time, in which the sequence wor 
possible’.'' That would lead to an infinite regress, and is therefore i 
sible — presupposing, as Kant does without argument, that this ‘ 
time’ has the same character. If, therefore, there is no succession in 
such, neither does time flow. “The existence of what is transitory 
away in time, but not time itself ... [which is] non-transitory andj 
ing’.”’ “Time itself does not alter, but only something which is in ti 


So temporal succession does not mean a sequence of times belon, 
time itself, but the succession of that which is in time. 
But Kant further says: 


multaneity and succession are the only 
tions in time’.'* Can it be that simultaneity and succession are not 
tions of that which is in time, but belong in time itself? Does temy 
succession belong to time itself? Does time itself contain a successt 
times (nows)? There is an opposition here: time itself is constant, i 


” CPR B 232. 
"CPR A 31, B47. 
PR A 183, B 226. 
> CPR A 144, B 183. 
"CPR A 41, B58. 
"CPR A 182, B 226. 
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ἢ not pass away or alter, but rather abides — and yet it remains a 
does ν 


“πίοι. 
sucee : ᾿ " 
Kant calls temporal succession @ mode of time, and indeed one mode 


ς ‘The three modes of time are duration, s' 
ultaneity."” What is a mode of time and how do these modes relate to 

sim! ee ee 

another? Are they at the same level or does one have priority? What 


ecession, and 


one 9 Ὁ 4 mie : ἣ 
κιπᾷ of modalization of time is involved here? Why just these three 
modes? The three modes of time are seemingly different to the three 


parts of time generally recognized, ie. present, past, and future. What 
kind of temporal characteristics are these latter, and how do they relate to 
the so-called modes of time (to which temporal succession belongs, and in 
relation to which causality is conceived)? 

Our first attempt at characterizing the Kantian conception of causality 
has already brought us to the centré of major questions and difficulties. 
We must now observe more closely how Kant deals with these problems, 
and thus what we should more precisely understand by ‘temporal succes- 
sion’ and ‘principle of temporal succession’, For this we must try to grasp 
the entire problem of the Analogies of Experience in its genuine core, 80 
that we can comprehend the contexture of the principle of causality, at 
the same time bringing to light the more primordial dimension of the 


relationship between causality and freedom. 


δ 17. General Characterization of the Analogies of Experience 


If we enter into a consideration of the Analogies of Experience, we do so 
with all necessary reserve. Clearly, a problem from the central part of 
the Critique of Pure Reason, addressing the most central problematic of 
philosophy, requires more extensive preparation than we have been able 
‘oundertake. A general overview is not at all sufficient; we wish, rather, to 
deal concretely with the text, albeit not by means of a thematically con- 


tnuous interpretation. 


CPR A 177, B 219. 
50-152 


108 Causality and Freedom as Cosmological Problem 


a) The Analogies of Experience as Rules of Universal 
Temporal Determination of the Being-Present of ‘That 
Which Is Present in the Context of the Inner 
Enablement of Experience 


‘Temporal succession, to which the principle of causality is oriented, i 
mode of time. The first mode is permanence, the third simultaneity, 
three Analogies of Experience correspond to these three modes. The 
Analogy is oriented to duration: the principle of the permanence of. 
stanct 


‘All appearances contain the permanent (substance) as the 
itself, and the transitory as its mere determination, that is, as a 
which the object exists.” ‘In all changes of appearances subs 
permanent; its quantum in nature is neither increased nor dimini: 
‘The Third Analogy is oriented to the third mode of time, simul! 
the principle of simultaneity according to the laws of reciprocal eff 
community. ‘All substances, insofar as they co-exist, stand in thoi 
going community, that is, in mutual interaction.’ ‘All substances, i 
as they can be perceived to co-exist in space, are in thorougl 
reciprocity.’ 

What is basically stated in these Analogies? ‘The principles r 
rules, What is regulated by these rules? They are rules of universal. 
poral determination. What does ‘universal temporal determination’ 
here? Why are the Analogies necessary as rules of universal te 
determination? By addressing this latter question, i.e. by inquiring i 
underlying necessity of the Analogies, we wish to obtain an initial vi 
their essence. This will enable us to proceed to the specific content 
Second Analogy. 

The ne 


vessity of the Analogies is grounded in the essence of expe 
Experience is the way present beings become accessible to man. 
essence of this mode of accessibility is defined in terms of the i 
possibility of experience. Kant says: ‘Experience is possible only th 
the representation of a necessary connection of perceptions.’ Note 
Kant does not simply say that the possibility (essence) of experience 
sists in the necessary connection of perceptions. Rather, the possibility 
experience con 


sts solely in the representation of the necessary conn’ 


CPR A 182 
CPR B 224. 
“CPR A 211 
" CPR B 256. 
* CPR B 218. 
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Ὁ perceptions, ie, of the necessary connectedness of what is given in 
° 


jerception. ᾿ ᾿ ΜΠ ᾿ 
What kind of necessary connections are these? Why do they constitute 


the prime condition of the inner possibility of experience? If the pos : pil- 
τιν of experience depends on the representation of necessary connections, 
then precisely the essence of this experience must exhibit a multiplicity 
which is connected or needful of connectedness. : 
How does Kant discover such a thing in experience? ‘Experience is an 
empirical knowledge, that is, a knowledge which determines an object 
through perceptions.”' ‘This means that the beings (objects) themselves 
are only knowable insofar as they somehow show and give themselves. In 
respect of what thus shows itself, in respect of the determination of the 
object in its objectivity, knowledge is primarily receptive, a letting-stand- 
over-against. This receiving — apprehension — occurs through perceptions 
as determined by sensory sensations, ‘These perceptions are occurrences in 
man, Taken as such, it is evident that they follow-on from one another. No 
perception has priority over another, but they differ simply through their 
position in the sequence. In this sense ‘perceptions come together only in 
accidental order’.” ‘The ‘succession in our apprehension [is] always one 


and the same’. 

We can express this somewhat more freely, yet at the same time more 
definitely. Perceptions come into a sequential relationship with one 
another, and are thus after, before, or simultaneous with one another, as 
mental occurrences. For example I now see the chalk, feel the heat, hear 
the sound outside, look at the lectern. This is not just a sequence or 
simultaneity of perceiving as comporting in the broader sense, but it is 
also a corr sponding coming-into-connection (assembly) of the various 
things perceived in perception: chalk, heat, sound, lectern. Where is all 
this assembled? In the perceivedness of a perception, in the unitary per- 
celine ‘consciousness’. If we take what is perceived as such in its per- 
ceivedness, then this reveals itself as having come together in and through 
the sequence of perceptions. The chalk and the heat and the noise and the 
lectern, simply as the beings they are, initially have nothing whatever to 
do with each other. ‘They do not, considered merely in their respective 
hatness, possess a determinate and necessary relationship to one another. 


'n other words: 


if experience of beings is understood merely in terms of 
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the apprehensions belonging to it, then these beings can only be con 
as having come together. Why is this not the end of the matter? Ch 
because factical experience is never just an assembly of various ele 
and further, because in experience we are not at all cogi 


ely orient 
ion. So to whi 
‘To the beings themselves as announced in perception, i 
what appears in all its diversity (and indeed in respect of its 


perceptions as mental occurrences in temporal succe: 
we oriented? 


present), to the connections between these present things. Experi 
always already places us before a unity of present beings. Experi 
not knowledge of perceptions, but ‘knowledge of objects through 


tions’.”* It represents ‘the relation in the existence of the manifold, 
it comes to be constructed in the time [of being perceived] but as it 
objectively in time’.”* 

What is experienced in experience is more than a mere assem| 
perceptions. Rather, what is experienced is the unity of present bei 
their being-present: in short, nature. ‘By nature (in the empirical 
we understand the connection of appearances as regards their exis 
If experience is always the experience of nature, appearances must 
already represent the unity of what is present. What is the origin 
particular representation? Since perceptions give only an assembl 
unity and connection cannot be provided by them. Further, since 
claims that knowledge (experience) is constituted by percepti 
thought (sensibility and understanding), this unity can only ori 
from thought, or from a determinate unitary connection between 
tion and thought. But it is clear that thinking alone cannot defi 
unity of the presence of that which is present. How then is this 
supposed to be possible? 


‘The presence of something present is always a presence in tim 
unity of nature is therefore primarily determined as the unity and 
tion of that which is present in time. But precisely this determinate 
ition in time, and the temporal relation between present beings, οἱ 
construed independently of thought. Nor can we directly perceive 
temporal determination of something present in the context of the 
tary temporal relations of nature. That would require reading off 
temporal position of everything present from absolute time, which i 
would presuppose that we could perceive time itself absolutely and 


“CPR B 219. 
CPR B 219, 
“CPR A 216, B 263. 
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hole. ‘This, however, is impossible. In his discussion of the Analogies, 
μα ᾿ - - A ᾿ 

Kant repeatedly emphasizes that ‘absolute time is not an object of percep- 
~' that ‘time itself cannot be’. ‘Now time cannot by itself be per- 


tion’. Dis 
Time cannot be perceived in itself, and what precedes and what 


ceived ν : ee 
jollows cannot, therefore, by relation to it, be empirically determined in 


the objec 


What is the ultimate reason for this? Kant did not and could not 
expressly provide the reason, for he lacked a metaphysics of Dasein.” 
“There is only one time in which all different times must be located, not as 
coexistent but as in succession to one another.”” Temporal determination, 
and thus the unity of the presence of the present, i.e. nature, is neither 
perceivable nor @ priori construable, but can only be ascertained through 
the empirical measurement of time, where both thought and perception 
play a role. This requires ascertaining in advance those temporal 
determinations which express the temporal relations of what is present. 
Empirical temporal relations are only determinable from the pure tem- 
poral relations which constitute the possibility of nature as such, whatever 
ow Kant calls the Analogies 


the factical course of nature happens to be. 
of Experience, i. the principles to which causality (Second Analogy) also 
belongs, transcendental determinations of time. They contain the rules of 
sary temporal determination of everything present, ‘without 
which even empirical determination of time would be impossible’. 
Through these rules we can ‘anticipate experience’, i.e. it is not the 
factical course of experience in its factical constellations that we can 
anticipate, but rather what is prior to every factical occurrence insofar as it 
is natural. ‘These rules of transcendental determination of time -- which 
are not rules of pure thought — delineate the comprehensive unity of the 
natural totality, giving the form of all possible concrete connections 
between perceivable things. These connections no longer pertain to the 
©ourse of mental occurrences, but to that which appears in perception 


the neces 


‘sofar as this is already presented under pure temporal determinations. 


5, ef. B 257. 

p,,, Lie ~ temporality — finitude — human existence. Cf, Heidegger, Kant and the 
“oblem of Metaphysics, translated by James S. Churchill, Bloomington, Indiana 
"versity Press, 1962 
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‘his anticipation is the representing spoken of by Kant in the ge 
principle of the Analogies. Universal temporal determination antici 
by disposing over the possible modes of being-in-time of what 
factically given in perception. 


b) The Three Modes of ‘Time (Permanence, Succession and Simult 
as Modes of the Intra-‘Temporality of That Which Is Present 


Now we can better understand why these three Analogies, as 
governing the prior temporal determination of that which is pr 
are oriented to the modes of time. Being-present and the unity 
means precisely presence (being-present) in time, i.e. unity and 
minability of the contexture of those temporal relations which 
thing present (as something ‘in time’) can and must possess. Αἱ 
ingly, modes of time signify not so much an alteration of time 
but are ways in which present appearances ‘are in time’. In brief, 
of time are not basic features of time as such (present, past, fut 
are modes of the intra-temporality of that which is present. Thi 
mode -- permanence ~ expresses the relationship of appearances ἡ 
itself, as a magnitude’,” i.e. it measures the duration in time 
which is present. The second mode — succession — expresses the 
ship between present things in time as a sequence (of nows); 
under this sequential aspect, every present thing follows on from 
thing else present. The third mode -- simultaneity — expresses the 
tionship of that which is present to time as a summation of evel 
present.” 

So as magnitude, as sequence, 
summation. ‘The extent to which time can and must be so vie 
question we must pass over for the moment. One can compare the 
“The Schematism of the Pure Concepts of Understanding’, where it 
out that the categories, the table of categories, the table of judgement 
in general ogic, are also at work in this characterization of time as ἡ 
‘content’, ‘ordering’, ‘summation’. 


ime is viewed here in three way’ 


” Why then does Kant, where he 
the relations to time of beings which exist in time, speak simph 
temporal relations? Because, for Kant, time is nothing else but 
wherein the manifold content of inner and outer perception is ord 


PR A 215, B 262. 
PR A 215, B 262. J 
CPR A 145, B 184-5. Cf. Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, § 
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is seen exclusively in its relationship to that which is within time. 
πὰ Σ τὰ ἃ a 
ΠΝ yemporal relations are modifications of the relation of time to that 

pus 1 ἐς ΜΝ - fan 
ich is within time. The strength of Kant’s problematic, but also its 
nich is 


wh , : ates 
‘ je in this conception of time. 


Jimits. resi¢ 


ὦ The Distinction between Dynamical and Mathematical Principles 


fp complete our general characterization of the Analogies of Experience, 
we must mention yet another — not immediately comprehensible 

jjescription which Kant gives of these principles. He calls them dynamical 
js distinct from mathematical principles. Kant also uses this distinction 
to divide the categories. The distinction pertains not so much to the 
character of the principles as such but more to their application, to the 
way they make possible that to which they are applied (perceivability, 
determinability in presence). ‘Now all categories are divided into two 
classes: the mathematical, which deal with the unity of synthesis in the 


conception of objects, and the dynamical, which concern the synthetic 


unity in the conception of the existence of objects. 

The mathematical principles and categories relate to the perceptual- 
substantive aspect of appearances, i.e., in the terminology of Kant and 
earlier metaphysics, the real.” Here the real does not mean, as it does in 
today’s corrupted usage, the actual, but that which belongs to the res, the 
substantive constituting content. The mathematical principles give the 
substance of things, the essentia. In Kant’s problematic, the mathematical 
principles are those ontological principles which define the essentia of a 
being. 

Since ancient times, however, essentia has been distinguished from 
eristentia (being-present, or in Kantian terminology, existence). Now 
Where appearances are determined simply in respect of their presence 
(eristentia), i.e. not in respect of their substantive content, Kant calls the 


determining principles dynamical. If the Analogies of Experience belong 
to the dynamical principles, this allows us to see their location within the 
Sontext of traditional metaphysics. I should mention here that Kant, 
following Leibniz, developed the ontological problem of presence in 
onnection with that of what-being, and in any case without posing the 


Mine in this sense is not primordial time. Cf. Heidegger, Being and Time, 
τὴς ἴδιοα by John Macquarie and Edward Robinson, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1962, 
79-81 

«, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 209 (V, 186). ᾿ 
esse, τ Above, pp. 29 ff. on the various meanings of ‘is’ (what-being, that-being; 

entia, existentia). 
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fundamental question concerning the origin of this distinction ( 
what-being and that-being) or placing his own problem withi 
dimension of the radically conceived problem of being. I mention 
because in our discus 


ion of the problem of freedom we shall come 
precisely this question concerning the origin of what- and that-bein 
possibility and actuality. From a metaphysical point of view, the pro 
of freedom has its centre here, and not in the problem of causality. 

Freedom is to be discussed within the context of causality. What} 
essence of causality? How does Kant determine the essence of caus 


What is the problematic within which this definition of essence 
Running ahead a little we can say that it is the question concernin 
way in which 
knowledge of beings. ‘The question of the possibility of finite kno 
is thus the question concerning the essence of the finitude of exi 
The problem of causality, and thus also the problem of freedom 
within this context. Ultimately, this is the primary and ultimate co 
the only primordial and genuine context, of the problem of free 
be sure, this does not mean that the problem of freedom must be ori 
to the problem of caus 


possibility of experience. Experience is the only 


ty. Causality is not what most primordia 
tains to the finitude of existence. The latter is not by any means p 
to be conceived from experience, from knowledge, from the theo 
even from the practical. So where is the deepest e: 


ence of man’s 
be sought? Just in the understanding of being, in the occurrence of 
‘These are questions which arise when we inquire into the proper d 
ion of the problem of human freedom. More concretely then, and ¥ 
view to working through the problem: how must the highest 
the finitude of existence be interrogated, and in which direction m 
be unfolded, in order that a concrete guideline for the problem of fre 
can emerge? 


d) The Analogies of Experience as Rules of the Basic Relations of 
Possible Being-in-Time of That Which Is Present 


Solving the preliminary question concerning the Kantian definitio! 
the essence of causality means interpreting his doctrine of the 4 
of Experience. Our general characterization of the latter has been @ 
cluded, ultimately by treating them as dynamical principles and in 
of the distinction between the mathematical and dynamical (es: 
eristentia). In Kantian terminology, the ‘Analogies’ circumscribe 
problem of the being-present of that which is present. What we must 8 
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the connection between this latter problem and the problems of 
cqusality and freedom. 

In the Analogies, Kant formulates rules which are always pre- 
represented in every human experience, rules which hold up, for every 
jossible experience, the fundamental relations of the possible being-in- 
ὁ of that which is present, i.e. which allow the encountered being to be 
understood i the contexture of its being-present. These rules embody that 
aspect of the understanding of being which pertains to the being-present 
of that which is present (nature 
set forth what nature is as such, They are laws which natural science can 
never discover, precisely because they must always be presupposed and 
pre-understood in all scientific questioning concerning specific natural 
laws. As the Second Analogy, the principle of causality is therefore a 
rule of transcendental determination of time. The problem of causality 
thus pertains to the being-present of that which is present, and to the 
objective determinability of the latter. To see this clearly is of the greatest 
significance for understanding the contexture into which the problem 
of freedom is forced when Kant brings it together with causality, and 
when he makes a basic distinction between the causality of freedom and 
natural causality. It is still precisely causality — causality as oriented to 
the contexture of the being-present of that which is present. 

We must now attempt, departing from the guideline provided by our 
general discussion of the Analogies, to unfold the concrete problem of the 
Second Analogy. However, in order that the latter’s specific characteristics 
may come to light, we shall begin by treating the First Analogy. ‘This 
procedure is really unavoidable, for the First Analogy, in a certain sense, 
Provides the foundation for the others. 


aiscuss IS 


tim! 


As the most general laws of nature, they 


918. Discussion of the Mode of Proof of the Analogies of Experience and 
Thewr Foundation from the Example of the First Analogy: 
The Fundamental Meaning of the First Analogy 


a) ‘The First Analogy: Permanence and ‘Time 


A: x " 
\ll appearances contain the permanent (substance) as the object itself, 


and the aa ‘ : : 
a the transitory as its mere determination, that is, as a way in which the 
lect exists," 
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The First Analogy is called the ‘principle of permanence’, j 
expresses the necessity, grounded in the essence of experience, 
ever-abiding existence, in the appearances, of the subject proper’. 

‘To begin with, we restrict ourselves to the treatment in the first 
(A). Kant is concerned not only with the explicit presentation 
principle, but equally with its correct demonstration. Indeed, Kant 


that ‘in all ages, not only philosophers, but even the common unde 


permanence as a substratum of all cha 


ing, have recognized th g 
at the philosopher expresses himself 


appearances’. It is just t 
more definitely, and says ‘throughout all changes in the world subst 
remains, and only the accidents change’." ‘I nowhere find 
attempt at a proof of this obviously synthetic proposition. Indeed it ἢ 
seldom placed where it truly belongs, at the head of those laws of 
which are pure and completely @ priori.” ‘To be sure, one grout 
experience in this principle, ‘for in empirical knowledge the need ὃ 
felt.” One rests content with this, without pressing forward to an 
standing, i.e. to a clarification of the inner possibility and necessity 
principle. 

‘The First Analogy is to be demonstrated. What is there in it tod 
strate? First, ‘that in all appearances there is something perman 
that the transitory is nothing but determination of its exi 
Secondly, that what is permanent is the object itself, the genuine 


given in appearance. Something permanent is given in each a 
appearance. It is not this or that occurrence of permanence, but the: 
sity of the permanent in all experience, which has to be demon 
‘This can only be done by showing what belongs to the very po 
(essence) of experience in general. 

How does the proof proceed? Let us recall the two as 
experience: the manifold of perception as the mere assembly of d 
elements, still needful of connection; 2. the connection, which πὴ 
be accidental but rather binding and necessary, in accordance ἢ 
the binding character of what proceeds from the beings themselves 
their specific being-present. ‘The First Analogy (thus also the other # 
formulates one of the necessary modes of connection (modes of unit 
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everything experienceable. The First Analogy in particular is concerned 
above all to demonstrate the necessity of permanence in the permanent, 
το grounding all change and modification, thus the whole multiplicity of 
relations between that which is present. Thus the demonstration of this 
pecessitY of permanence must likewise set out from the merely assembled 
manifold of apprehension. The proofs of all three Analogies begin 
svecisely here, with the primary succession of apprehension. 

What do we find when we restrict ourselves to the sequence of 
perceptions? In this case we simply have constant change. From this alone 
we could never discover whether just one unitary object, or rather a 
guccession of these, is given in the stream of perceptions. Such a decision 
concerning succession and simultaneity (i.e. temporal relations) is only 
possible if, from the very beginning, experience is grounded in something 
permanent and abiding, something in respect of which the indicated 
relations are modes. More precisely, the essence of succession and simul- 
taneity as relations of being-in-time already implies the necessary 
grounding in something permanent, for these temporal relations can only 
‘be’ if time itself constantly endures and abides. Time expresses perman- 
ence as such. Only where there is permanence can there also be duration 
as the measure of being-present in time. The succession of apprehension 
already refers to something permanent, i.e. something which turns out to 
be the primal form of permanence: time. Time is the substratum of 
every 
alw 


hing we encounter in experience, it is the pure intuition which is 
already spread out before our view. Change and simultaneity are 
comparable and determinable only in terms of time — presupposing that 
time itself 


s perceivable. But this is not so. Consequently, the possibility 
of experience presupposes a substratum in the real to which all temporal 
determination must be referred. ‘This is the necessary condition of the 
Possibility of all unity in the connection of perceptions — substance. “This 
Permanence is simply the mode in which we represent to ourselves 
the existence of things in the [field of] experience." Permanence is 
the presupposed horizon for our definition and representation of whatever 
We encounter present. 
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b) The Questionworthy Foundation of the Analogies: the ἵ 
Association of ‘Time and ‘I Think’ (Understanding) in an Uncritiea 
ence of Man as Finite Subject 


Approach to the 


In the end, just as with other proofs in Kant, you will not find 
demonstrations of the Analogies immediately clear in either in 
content or their rigour; indeed they will remain incomprehensible. 
not only for the external reason that you lack a complete knowle 
but has internal grounds about wh 


Kant’s theories and discussion: 
brief remark is necessary, especially since Kant himself lays much 
upon his proofs, while those who link themselves with Kant emphi 
the rigour of his proof procedures. However precisely one formulate 
Kantian proofs, they do not gain in rigour unless one has already 
stood their necessity. Any proof possesses validity only if it is nece 
a whole, and if this necessity is made comprehensible, which 
hensibility does not have to rest upon theoretical proof. Now it m 
that the presuppositions required by Kant for the validity of his proo 
untenable, because they stem from an inadequate examination and 
tial determination of the situation upon which and for which the 
problematic is grounded. If this were the case, if the necessity © 
Kantian proofs were ungrounded, then not only could their much pr 
stringency not be maintained, but even their possibility would be do 
ful. This in fact is the situation in respect of the Kantian proofs, a 
only the proofs of the principles, but also those of the transcen de 
deduction. Already in purely stylistic terms, and in Kant’s presenti 
there is a peculiar affinity between the proofs of the principles 
proofs of the transcendental deduction. Neither the principles 
transcendental deduction are necessary in the form Kant takes the 


upon whose ground he must take them. This, however, is not to den 
they harbour a problem. 

Why is this so? Briefly stated, it is because Kant did not problemati 
a sufficiently primordial manner the finitude of man, i.e. the prol 
from which, and for which, he develops the Critique of Pure Reaso 
is the task of a Kant interpretation, which, however, does 


show th: 
have the pseudo-philological aim of presenting the ‘correct’ Kant — 
All philosophical interpretation is destruction, @ 
ation, which is not equivalent to scepticism. 


is nothing of the sort 
troversy, and radicali: 


else nothing at all, mere chatter that repeats more laboriously W# 


was said in simpler and better fashion by the author himself. This 4 


not mean that one can declare Kant’s proofs correct and leave them 
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themselves. On the contrary, it means that we must make these proofs 
,enuinely transparent, so that we can see the foundation upon which they 
pest, a foundation uncritically presupposed by Kant. 

In our case it is the conception of time on the one hand, and the 
conception of understanding on the other hand. More fundamentally, it is 
‘he conception of the relationship between time and the ‘I think’ (under 
sianding). Still more precisely, it is the uncritical and unclarified juxta- 
position of both in an uncritical approach to the essence of man as finite 
subject. That this inner structural connection between time and the 1 as ‘I 
think’ (understanding), thus also the fundamental relationship between 
them as the essence of the relationship between subject and object, 
remains unclarified, in short that transcendence is not sufficiently deter- 
mined to really become a problem — this is the basic reason for the 
substantive difficulty of understanding e.g. Kant’s proofs of the Analogies. 


c) The Analogies of Experience and the Transcendental Deduction of the 
Pure Concepts of the Understanding. The Logical Structure of the 
Analogies of Experience and the Question of Their Character as Analogies 


We wish to repeat once again the main steps in the proof of the 
fundamental principles, such that the foundations can emerge, and so we 
can understand why these principles are called ‘analogies’. 


|. All appearances, i.e. present beings themselves as accessible to man, 
exist in time and stand in the contextual unity of their being-present, 
thus in the unity of temporal determination. The basic way of defining 
something as something is by the determination of a subject through a 
predicate. ‘Time itself is what is primordially permanent, such that 
the primordial unity of the being-present of that which is present is 
grounded in permanence. The permanent is the substratum of all 
appearances, 


- 


- But time cannot be perceived absolutely, i.e. in and for itself. As that 
wasn everything present is placed, and as determining the specific 
locations of things not directly perceivable. But as the perman- 
ia τὰς binds to itself all determination of the unity of beings-in-time. 

tere must be a rule according to which something permanent is 


time i 


contained i a ἢ 

Mained in everything which appears as subject, and such that the 
Subject g 

ibject appears as substanc 


This rule is the principle of the perman- 


s demonstrated from the essence of 
Ppearance, from the unity of time and the ‘I think’. 


sity 


168-169 


120 Causality and Freedom as Cosmological Problem 


We can now see why these kinds of principle are called analogies. Aca 
ing to Kant, there are analogies in mathematics as well as in philosop| 
An analogy is a correspondence of something with something, more 
cisely, the correspondence of one relation with another. In mathen 
analogies are correspondences between two quantitative relations, 
proportion. If three values are given, the fourth can be mathematig 
determined. Analogies in mathematics amount to constitutive deter 
ation. In philosophy it is not a matter of quantitative, but of qua 
relations (Wolff). What is determinable here is only the way some 
must be if it is to be at all experienceable in its existence. 

An example of the First Analogy is the correspondence between 
relations: predicate to subject and accident to substance. The relatio 
between predicate and subject corresponds to the relationship b 
accident (as something encountered in time) and substance. The 
must exist as determinable and underlying — in temporal terms, 
permanent. The Analogy does not assert the being-present of sub 
but provides the a priori rule for seeking the permanent in all appe 

The Analogies are ontological principles concerning the being-} 
of that which is present (existentia). These ontological statements d 
imply the being-present of the corresponding ontical, but rather the 
ity, belonging to experience, of the determinate encounteral 
h is ontologically intended in the principle, here the perm 
Now, in respect to the objects of experience, everything without 
the experience of these objects would not itself be possible is neces 
The necessity belonging to experience is conditioned, grounded i 
contingency of experience: if finite man exists. ‘This involves 
determination of the essence of the ontological. 


On the other hand, previous metaphysics proceeded as follo 
rational-logical means, not 


ontological statements were proven by 


the essence of experience. 2. These ontological principles led direct 
ontical conclusions. In another sense, all four groups of principles οὗ 
ponding to the four classes of categories are analogies, since they © 
pond to the four logical forms of possible representational conne 
The four aspects in terms of which the various forms of judg 
(categories) and the principles, are constructed in correspondence, ϑ 


from the traditional division of judgements (forms of judgement) 


formal logic: quantity, quality, reality, modality. 
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; 5: 
Kant says, 


a condition 


\s a category, permanence (substance) is a relation, and a 
not SO much because it contains a relation, but because it is 
of all relations: inherence and subsistence, substantia et accidens, causal- 
iy and dependence (cause and effect), community (reciprocity of acting 
‘ind suflering).” The guideline is the table of judgements, i.e. the 
-yelations of thought in judgements’. They are ‘a) of the predicate to 
the subject, b) of the ground to its consequence, c) of the divided 
knowledge and of the members of the division, taken together, to each 


other’. 


d) The Fundamental Meaning of the First Analogy. 
Permanence (Substantiality) and Causality 


We can already see from this how permanence emerges also as the 
condition of the possibility of the causal relation, and indeed emerges as 
relation, his is quite clear from the way Kant concludes his discussion of 
the First Analogy. He considers the concept of alteration, which only now 
can be conceived in the proper manner. ‘Alteration is a way of existing 
which follows upon another way of existing of the same object.”* A 
sequence of different states one after another, one ending and another 
beginning, is a change. Alteration, on the other hand, is a sequence of 
states ‘of one and the same object’. So only something which endures can 
be altered, or as Kant says, ‘only the permanent (substance) is altered’.” 
An alteration, therefore, is only perceivable if, beforehand, something 
permanent is experienced. For it is only upon the basis of, and in relation 
to, something permanent, that a transition from one state to another can 
be perceived; otherwise there would be nothing but total displacement of 
one thing by another. ‘Transition, however, itself involves a succession, and 
likewise completed transitions and alterations involve the simultaneity of 
that which has been completed. Succession and simultaneity are the basic 
elations of possible pure determination of time. It is thus evident that 
the permanent within appearances, i.e. substance, is ‘the substratum of 
all determinations of time’. ‘Permanence is thus a necessary condition 
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under which alone appearances are determinable as things or obje 
possible experience.” 

The fundamental meaning of the First Analogy has thus been ey 
ited, while an indication has also been given as to how the cause-e 
relation treated in the Second Analogy, as a relation of temporal 
sion, is grounded in the First Analogy. In discussing the Second A 
we must always keep the First Analogy in mind, i.e. we must und 
how the problem of causality is connected with the problem of sub 
ality in the broader sense of permanence. We have in this way g 
an orientation concerning the mode of proof of the Analogies and 


fundamental character. 

Now in respect of the connection between permanence and causa 
following question arises. If freedom is itself a kind of causality, 
t grounded? The permanence of the acting p 
Can this permanence be conceived as the temporal endurance ὃ 
which is present (nature)? If not, is it enough simply to say that the 
person (i.e, reason) is not in time? Or does the personality of the p 
the being-human of the human, possess its own temporality 
own ‘permanence’, which determines the histori ality of human ea 
(the essence of history in the proper sense) in a manner funda 
different to the determination of the process-character of present δὲ 
Further, is the temporal character of what is free in its essence s 
causality is primarily decisive for its existence? If not, it would be 
sary to completely remove the problem of freedom from the 


kind of permanence 


of causality, and to positively define a new more primordial domi 
problems. 

Permanence has in every case an inner connection to time. 
permanence belongs to everything experienceable is actually de 
by the essence of experience, for everything experientially accessibl 
determined in advance as inner-temporal. ‘The encounter with the 
manent is constantly verified within experience itself, a fact not with 
s nce for the formation and orientation of the understandim 
being. We recall that proper beings are those which are constantly ace 
ible, constantly present. Things of this kind, but also the constantly a 
ated experience of one’s ownmost sedf-being, selfhood and self-consta 
and thus also the idea of substance, into 


ani 


press the idea of permanence 
realm of our most proximate everyday comportment to beings. 
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§ 19. The Second Analogy. 
Occurrence, Temporal Succession and Causality 


a) Event (Occurrence) and ‘Temporal Succession. 
Analysis of the Essence of Event and of the Possibility of Its Perception 


\: ‘Everything that happens, that is, begins to be, presupposes some- 
thing upon which it follows according to a rule.” 
B: ‘All alterations take place in conformity with the law of the connec- 


tion of cause and effec 

From the A version it is clear that the problem is about relating an 
encountered event back to something determining. In B, Kant takes up 
the concept discussed at the end of the proof of the First Analogy. Indeed, 
the link between the Second and First Analogies is still closer in B, for 
prior to the actual proof Kant formulates the ‘preceding principle’ in a 
way which allows its relation to the Second Analogy to more clearly 
emerge.” Vor the Second Analogy deals with occurrences as such, i.e. 
succession, which succession announces itself proximally as change — 
beginning and ending, Since the First Analogy requires the prior repre- 
sentation of something permanent in all change, the principle can be 
formulated as follows: ‘All change (succession) of appearances is merely 
alteration’.”’ Succession is just this, and not an absolute origination and 
passing away of substance, i.e. a rising up from nothing and disappearance 
into nothing. In more ontological terms, the relation of the First Analogy 
to the Second is already determined in the First Analogy from the essen- 
tial determination of the ‘genuine object’ of experience (nature), and so 
also is the essence of possible movement provisionally determined: succes- 
sion is only alteration. The transitions are successions and sequences of 
beings and non-beings such that these do not just change, but succeed one 
another from the ground of something permanent, constituting the event 
We perceive in experience. We are referred to something which is always 
already present prior to all conception. It is here that the finitude of 


*xperience announces itself, 
If we now ask how experience of occurrences as such ( 
'S possible, this question no longer concerns just the possibility of the 


processes) 
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being-present of that which is present as the genuine object of exp 
ence, but the fundamental character of being-present as a contexture | 
eines Zusammenhangs). So how is experience of processes possible? € 
through a rule of pure temporal determination, which can be expre 


the ‘principle of succession in time, in accordance with the law of ca 


ity’. Accordingly, if it is shown that causality alone makes possible ex 
ence of processes, then it is proven that causality belongs to the enable 
of expe ential content. In this way the essei 
causality is itself brought to light, which is precisely what we are 
concerned to do. 


ience as such, i.e. to its ὁ 


It is a matter, therefore, not just of acquainting ourselves with 
principle of causality, but of grounding this in its essence, which m 
determining its essence. As with the First Analogy, the law as su 
familiar and constantly applied, but not truly grounded, not known i 
essence. he discussion of this principle by the English empiricist 
Hume became an important impetus for Kant’s own philosophizing 

Again we ask: how is experience of occurrences as such, of ob 
processes, possible? We must first look more precisely at what is ex 
enced. Experience involves the perception of ‘events’. What | 
‘event’? An event occurs when ‘something actually happens’. 
actually happens ‘begins to be’. This beginning to be (to be 
is not an origination from nothing, but rather, according to 
Analogy, mere ‘alteration’." This means, however, that there is. 
underlying permanent thing which merely changes states, such 
given state follows on from a prior state. What begins to be, ‘forme 
not. However, this not-having-been is not absolute, but in relati 
what is already present it is the earlier, not something empty, b 
from which the presently existing arose. Nothing ever arises fro1 
empty time, always from a fulfilled time, i.e. in relation to 
thing already present. We shall shortly encounter this problem of en 
time again. \\. 

Thus perceiving an event means not just perceiving something 
occurs, but knowing in advance that this follows on from som 
earlier. This relation can be very indefinite and multifaceted, but since 
belongs to the essence of an event as such, it is always co-perceived 
perceiving an event. However, an event is not just something that act 
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happens. In each case it happens at a particular time. Accordingly, the full 
na 


perce] ὃ Ξ 
receding it, but the presupposition of something retrospectively 
᾿ 


encountered in the present event. Perception of the given thus involves 
taking in-advance according to a definite rule. The given always somehow 
announces itself as following on from something. What follows on can 
only show ἢ self as such if the perception of the directly encountered 
object already looks back upon what went before, upon that which can be 
followed on from. What we encounter in perception is thus only 
experienceable as an event if it is already represented according to a rule 
referring back to something that conditions it, i.e. to something from 
which the event necessarily follows. The given announces itself as having 
arisen in fulfilled time, i.e. as following on, and what follows on is the 
conditioned. So our analysis of the essence of an event and its perception 
has brought forth what belongs to its inner possibility. 


ption of an event involves not only the presupposition of something 


b) Excursus: on Essential Analysis and Analytic 


When we speak of analysis here, this has nothing to do with a superficial 
concept of description, as if the event were described simply as a thing 
would be described. Analysis belongs here to analytic as understood by 
Kant, ie, basically as inquiry into origin, into the inner possibilities of what 
belongs to the essential content of experience. This involves seeing the 
connections by means of a specific method of investigation and research, a 
method possessing its own specific lawfulness. By demonstrating inner 
possibility, analytic is the grounding of essence, essential determination, 
Hot just reading off the being-present of essential properties. 

Among other things, the analytic of the essence of event and its possible 
manifestness in an experience has shown the necessity of a rule, which 
tule is nothing but the Second Analogy. For Kant, however, the proof of 
this proceeds differently, for his misunderstanding of transcendence leads 
him to see the primary given in the succession of apprehensions within a 
Present subject. We must proceed therefore according to Kant’s conception 
of the matter. ‘To be noted is that setting the task of the analytic does not 
itself sh anything, for the main task is to determine just what is 
το be subjected to the analytic. When and how is this completely set forth? 


According to what we have indicated above, not in Kant. 
We 


accomp! 


wish to briefly enter into this question, but without spinning out 
© ϑ 
"ply considerations over method. Knowledge of the matters themselves 


"ust precede everything else. On the other hand, reflection on how we 
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gain access to these matters, on how we remove them from unhidden 
is not irrelevant. Such reflection serves to reassure us in our method, 
must always be undertaken where we are truly on the way. In our j 
duction we occasionally halted to clarify our path, thus to increa 
possibility of substantive understanding. If we now reflect anew 0 
path and method, this happens at a particular point, ie. precisely 
we arrive at the fundamental metaphysical context of Kant’s probl 
freedom: causality and its essence. 

Our questioning is constantly directed to the essence of human ἢ 
dom; thus already in the first lecture we briefly alluded to the cha 
istics of essential knowledge, the clarification of essence. We indi 
three levels: 1. determination of what-being, 2. determination 
inner possibility of what-being, 3. determination of the ground 
inner possibility of what-being. ‘The connections between these 
were not further discussed, nor will we go into them now. It shot 
remembered, however, that the first level provides a key to the ne 
levels, while the third level reflects back on the first two. The levels d 
represent a fixed and final sequence of steps, but always a movement 
and forth, a gradual transformation which does not permit any final 

‘There is prevalent today a peculiar misrecognition of the nat 
essential knowledge. According to this, philosophical knowl 
essences is final and ultimate, while scientific knowledge is only Pp 
ary. But the real situation is the reverse. Scientific knowledge is 
final, for it necessarily operates in a domain, not defined by itse 
condemns it to finality. Science itself can never get beyond this fi 
except insofar as new borders are set for it by a new definition 
essential constitution of its domain. Science and science alone 
according to its ownmost intention be oriented to finality. Philosophy 
the other hand, is constant transformation — not principally because 
changes in its so-called results, but because philosophy itself, in its qu 
tioning and knowing, is a transforming. ‘To see this one must free on 
from erroneous opinions which, today more than ever, have 
entrenched. Indeed, there is a danger of essential knowledge 
reduced to a technique of teaching and learning, to the research 
gramme of a school, i.e. such that essential knowledge is reduced to 
affair of scientific inquiry. 

The mi: 


nterpretation of the knowledge of essence is partly due to? 
characterization as essential analysis and essential description. Analy 
means resolution, dissection. But analysis of essence is not like resol 
the meaning of a word into its elements. Nor is it the dissection of 
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-ept into: moments brought together in accidental fashion without 
cfarence to their context and necessity. As we understand it, analysis is 
Enel from the task of an analytic of essence, some principal features 
which were already recognized by Kant and followed in his works. 
,nalytic is not resolution and splitting up into pieces, but the loosening up 
of the contexture of the cognitive structure, i.e. return to its unity as the 
jrigin of structuration. 

This already means that analysis of essence is not description in the 
usual sense. It is not like enumerating the properties and moments of 
something present. For example, defining the essence of ‘event’ is not 
such a ‘description’ but rather a questioning back into the inner possibility 
of event, a return to the ground of the co-belonging of what belongs 
together. Since analysis of essence concerns contexts of possibility and 
enablement, mere description is out of the question. If we still employ the 
fatal word ‘description’ in regard to essential analysis, this is because, for 
vulgar understanding, description is the determining comportment that 
holds itself wholly to what presents itself. Stressing the ‘descriptive’ char- 
acter of essential analysis simply expresses the necessity of holding to 
what essence gives as essence. But the question is: how does essence and 
essential contexture [WVesenszusammenhang] exhibit itself? We can say, 
negatively, that it does not do so in the manner of something present. Our 
analysis of the essence of ‘event’, departing from what we encounter in 
temporal succession, inquired into the essence of appearance. It is not at 
all possible to clarify the essence of event without already having this 
Primordial contexture in view; we cannot take one step forward without 


o 


bearing in mind the essence of appearance, finite knowledge, finitude and 
transcendence. What we thus have in view is nothing present like a bare 
scaffolding into which we build something. ‘The illumination of essence 
requires transformation, suspension, release from the one-sided fixing of 
the valid and knowable. As the preliminary leap into the totality of exist- 
“nee. it is the fundamental deed of the creative activity of philosophy, 
Proceeding from the earnestness of thrownness [Grundakt der schép- 
ferischen Handlung der Philosophie aus dem Ernst der Geworfenheit). 
What can we conclude for our questioning? Preparation and orientation 
differ in every case of description. The context of our question requires a 
®9ing-after-the-whole as a going-to-our-roots, for the essence of ‘event’ 
oes not lead us back just to some arbitrary place, but to freedom as the 
Mterrogative ground of the possibility of event. This kind of analytic is 
direc ted at the manner of thinking the whole. The primary and ultimate 
‘decisions of philosophical controversy are made in this domain. And it is 
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precisely here that there reigns the greatest and simplest un: 
which, however, to those who merely learn philosophy and unde: 


like a business, seems like a confused mass of opinions, standpoint 
doctrines. 


c) Causality as Temporal Relation. 
Causality in the Sense of ( Is Running Ahead in Time 
Determining Letting-Follow 


usatio! 


What we are conscious of in perception and experience is at first 
multiplicity of apprehensions succeeding one another. There is in 
succession here, a before and after, but this succession is itself ‘alt 
arbitrary’.” In perceiving an event, on the other hand, we ex; 
something as actually occurring, something which follows on from 
thing else. What follows on is not determined by our perception b 
determines perception. From the standpoint of Kant, the questi 
arises as to how the subjective succession of occurrences becomes 
ive, i.e. in what way it obtains a ‘relation to an object’.”” What gi 
initially arbitrary and reversible succession the unity of a bindi 
irreversible succession? How is the experience of the binding char 
objective succession, the experience of succession in the percei 
events, possible? In considering this question we must always bear i 
that it pertains not to (indeterminate) perceptions as such but s| 
to the perception of events, present occurrences. 

Kant sets off this kind of perception from others by consideri 
cases: the perception of a house situated directly in front of me, 
perception of a ship sailing past me down the river.” In both cases, 
initially given is a succession of apprehensions. But there is an 
difference. In perceiving the house, my perceptions can proceed 
the roof to the basement or vice versa, likewise from left to right or 
versa. ‘In the series of these perceptions there was thus no definite 
specifying at what point I must begin in order to connect the 
fold empirically.” Why is the succession of apprehensions arbitr 
this case? Because the appearances themselves, i.e. the properties 
determinations of the house, do not involve any succession. Since the 
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jecession in the object itself, no particular succession of apprehensions 


osu : : οὐδέν a 
a .. The being-present of the house, in the unity of its properties, 


cesar” 


is ΠῈ " ἡ 
wins μοὶ involve a succession. It does not have the character of an event, 
does 


Kant’s intention here is obviously just to highlight the difference 
sen the revealing of a present house and the revealing of a present 
event, It is true that the succession of apprehensions is not bound to an 
objective succession of appearances, for the house is not an event. In the 
«eof the house nothing ‘happens’ — it just ‘stands’ or ‘rests’. On the other 
hand, the succession of apprehensions still has a binding character. For if 
." apprehension of the house begins at the roof, I do not take this as the 
beginning or foundation of the house. In the construction of the house, 
the roof comes last, and in the completed house it remains at the top. In 
other words, the succession of apprehensions is arbitrary only against the 
background of the binding character of the ordered constellation of 
elements making up the present house. 

What is the situation in the case of the ship sailing down the river? One 
might initially think that here the succession of apprehensions has the 
same character as in the case of the house. For I can also begin my 
apprehension of the ship at the stern or bow or masthead or bulwarks. To 
be sure, but in that case 1 am limiting myself just to the perception of the 
ship and its present properties, which is by no means the experience Kant 
has in mind. Rather, what Kant intends is perception of the ship sailing 
down the river, i.e. of the ship in its movement, of ‘an appearance, which 
contains an occurrence’."” What is perceived is the occurrence in its being- 
present. The question is now whether the succession of apprehensions is 
also arbitrary in this case. How do 1 perceive this occurrence? Clearly, by 
following the ship through the individual points of its movement down- 
stream. How we fix these points and distinguish them from one another is 


betwe 


here a matter of secondary importance. 

In experiencing the ship moving downstream, we perceive the ship at a 
Point more downstream than where we perceived it a moment earlier. ‘It 
is impossible that in the apprehension of this appearance the ship should 
first be perceived lower down in the stream and afterwards higher up. The 
Srder in which the perceptions succeed one another in apprehension is in 
this instance determined, and to this order apprehension is bound down.” 
!n the perception of events, the succession of apprehensions is not 
*rbitrary but fixed. By what is it fixed then? One will say: by the objective 
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temporal succession of the processes themselves. ‘To be sure, appre 
sions occur in temporal order, but by virtue of what is this order bind 
‘Time is admittedly subjective, and like the apprehensions them 
belongs to the subject. Yet time in itself is absolute. 

The proof thus begins in a way which corresponds to the First A 


6. time as such ~i 


Absolute time ‘is not an object of perception’,’ 
as the totality of positions of intra-temporal beings is determined ig 
can never be immediately given. The temporal positions of appea 
thus the successions of processes, ‘cannot be derived from the relat 
appearances to absolute time’.”” Although time is given, the tota 
intra-temporal beings in their total temporal determination is not 
But if the temporal succession of apprehensions is to have a neg 
time itself, wherein every being encountered in experience is 
must indicate how the perception of something objective — the b 
character of the succession of apprehensions — is possible. Can time 
do this? Does it involve a lawfulness in respect of succession? 


indeed, for I can arrive at a later time only by way of an earli 
While I can think of something which comes later without attendi 
its character as later-than, I cannot conceive it precisely as /ater 6: 
reference to what preceded it. ‘The earlier time necessarily determ 
subsequent time. The subsequent time cannot be without the earlier 
But does the reverse apply? Time is an irreversible succession, ie. 
definite direction. So if an intra-temporal occurrence is to be determ 
in experience, this determination must hold to the direction of succes 
Each and every determination of a specific factual connection is go 
by this law. ‘Thus what Kant says with his principle of causality 


to this: every appearance having the character of a temporal e 
which begins to be at a particular time, presupposes something that 
ahead of it in time and determines it as that which follows on.” S 
sion as procession of @ process is experienceable only as always a 
related to what went before as determining. Thus the rule: in wl 
occurs we encounter the condition from which it follows necessarily. Ἔ 
‘principle of the causal relation in the sequence of appearances’ i 
ground of the possibility of experiencing the succession of appearance 
their context as present.” It is thus clear that the causal law as Κὶ 
develops it here is not just something we apply to encountered events 
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ons) in order that we may orient ourselves. Instead, the 


ε sucee 
eine transcendental representation of this law is already the condi- 
Prin of the possibility of us at all encountering events as such, Even when 
seg encounter events within which we are unable to orient ourselv 
nts whose connection is indeterminate, we must still understand what 
we encounter in terms of causality. 

Xeither does the proof of the Second Analogy clearly exhibit the 
analogi αἰ character of the principle of causality, a circumstance reflect- 
ing the inner difficulty of the Kantian position. However, we can conclude 
from the whole context that, as with the First Analogy, a correspondence 
between two relations is involved. What is decisive in this case is likewise 
a relation, conceived by Kant as a fundamental relation, which belongs to 
the nature of understanding and is expressed as the logical relation of 

und and consequence. Just as a consequence necessarily implies a 
ground, so what occurs later in temporal succession is a causal con- 
sequence of what occurs earlier. However, the principle of causality cannot 
be logically derived from the logical principle of ground. Instead, its neces- 
sity is grounded in the fact that it is a necessary element of the whole that 
makes experience as such possible. This experience is neither just logical 
determination of objects, nor just the apprehension of representations as 
subjective occurrences in time, but is a specific unity of temporally guided 
perception and thought which determines what is perceived. 

So what is causality? It is a relation which does not just occur in time, 
but which is determined in its relational character as a temporal relation, as 
ἃ mode of being-in-time. ‘Succession’ is a relation which represents in 


thel 
prel 


Le. 


evel 


advance, and as such makes possible the experience of intra-temporal 
occurrences, i.e. succession is pre-represented in and for all experiential 
representation (perception and thought). This relation is temporal in 
the sense that causality (as causation) means: running ahead in time as 
determining letting follow on such that what runs ahead is itself an event 
that refers back to something earlier that determines it, As such a relation, 
Causality necessarily involves the temporal character as this going before. 
Whatever follows on depends on something which was. Nothing ever 
‘ollows on from something which absolutely was not. An occurrence is 
NOL an original act’.’” However, we saw that this determination of essence 
δ reached through @ determination of the inner possibility (essence) of 
“tperwence as the finite human knowledge of that which is present in the 


Merture of its being-present. 
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§ 20. Two Kinds of Causality: Natural Causality and the Causality 
Freedom. 
The General Ontological Horizon of the Problem of Freedom in 
Definition of Freedom as a Kind of Causality. 
The Connection between Causality in General and Being-Present 
a Mode of Being 


‘The definition of the essence of experience as finite knowledge giv 
provisional definition of the essence of possible objects of experieno 
example, in the context of the Third Analogy Kant says: ‘In respect 
objects of experience, everything without which the experience of 
objects would not itself be possible is necessary’.”” Now that which, a 
ing to its essence, gets encountered in experience as present (in 
texture of its being-present) is what Kant calls nature. The clarifica 
the essence of causality from its necessary role in experience th 
cerns the causality of nature. To nature there belongs a definite cau 
as essentially determined from the unity of the contexture of the b 
present of that which is present. ‘Natural necessity is the conditi 
according to which efficient causes are determined’.”” Kant distin 
‘natural causality’ from ‘causality through freedom’.”* ‘Freedom as 


erty of certain causes of appearances’,” ‘freedom as a kind of ca 
‘causality as freedom’. 

The expression ‘causality out of freedom’ indicates that fi 
oriented to causality. But the question at once arises as to what cau 
means in this context. Clearly, causality cannot here mean natural δὲ 
ity out of freedom, for as Kant says, these two kinds of causal 
‘mutually incompatible concepts’. So with the concept ‘causality 
freedom’, Kant can only mean causality in a general sense, which 
specification as either natural causality or the causality of freedom. ΚΙ 
calls freedom ‘a supersensible object of the category of causality’, 
‘practical reason . . . provides reality to’. 
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a) The Orientation of Causality in General to the Causality of Nature. 
‘Toward the Problematic of Freedom as a Kind of Causality 


What does causality mean generally, such that it pertains sometimes to 
nature and sometimes to freedom? How is the universal essence of 
causality to be defined? Obviously, in a way that gives both natural 
causality and the causality of freedom their respective proper entitle- 
ments. Either there is no more general and higher category of causality 
than these two, or if there is, the concept of causality is fundamentally 
gmbiguous: mere category of nature on the one hand, and schematized 
category, schema, on the other hand. The following problems then arise. 
How can pure concepts of the understanding have a categorial function 
upersensible) being? What is the unschematic presentation and 
Did Kant anywhere 


for a 
fulfilment here, or why is this not necessary here? 


carry through this definition of the universal essence of causality? If 
not, does he in the end employ a universal concept of causality derived 
primarily from natural necessity? If so, with what justification? If justi- 
fication is lacking, why does he proceed in this way? What influence has 
Kant’s approach to the problem of causality and the categories exerted 
on the problem of freedom as such? These questions follow on from one 
another, ‘This questionability pertains not only to Kant’s treatment 
of the problem, but leads to a question of fundamental significance. 
This alone is crucial for our substantive unfolding of the problem 
of freedom. 

If the definition of causality in general is oriented to the causality of 
nature, where nature means the being-present of that which is present 
(whether physical, psychical, or whatever else), then the way of being of 
causation becomes characterized as being-present. If the causality of free- 
dom is defined in terms of this universal causation, then freedom (as 
being-free) itself takes on the fundamental chararacteristic of being- 
present, But freedom is the fundamental condition of the possibility of 
the son, in the sense of ethical action. Thus the existence of 


acting pel 


man, prec through the characterization of freedom as causality 
(albeit as one kind thereof) is conceived basically as being-present. This 


‘urns freedom into 


complete opposite. 

Now one could say that Kant, by his emphasis on the difference between 
"atural causality and the causality of freedom, obviously wants to stress 
the specific character of the ethical person as opposed to the thing of 
hature. ‘This is indeed the case. But this intention does not in any way 
Solve the problem. In fact, it does not even engage with the problem, 
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which concerns the fact that the way of being of man cannot be prima 
defined as being-present. ‘The way of being of man remains at 
undetermined and underdetermined, which in this context, where 
thing fundamental is at stake, is a grave deficiency not to be remed 
subsequent external supplementation. ‘The reason Kant does not a 
the required determination is that, despite everything, he treats the 
logical problem at the level of the problem of present beings. This i 
is because he does not recognize and develop the universal proble 
being. So Kant, already in his treatment of freedom as causality, la 
metaphysical ground for the problem of freedom. 


b) First Examination of Causality’s Orientation to the Mode of 
Being-Present-in-Succession as the Distinctive Temporal Mode 
Causality and Illustrated by the Simultaneity of Cause and Eff 


We must first clarify Kant’s standpoint in such a way that we can se 

fundamental metaphysical problem underlying his interpretation @ 
dom as a kind of causality. We have seen that Kant is inclined to 
natural causality as causality itself, thus to define the causality of 
from the ground of natural causality. In other words, he does not 
causality of freedom primordially and in its own terms. ‘I soon 
since I cannot think without a category, I must first seek out the ca 
in reason’s idea of freedom. This is the category of causality.’ 


cept of causality always contains a relation to a law which determi 
existence of the many in their relation to one another’.” 
Kant’s orientation of causation to being-present, which he equate: 


actuality and existence as such, means that he sees freedom and beit 


within the horizon of being-present. Since he fails to pose the q 
concerning the particular way of being of beings which are free, he 
not unfold the metaphysical problem of freedom in a primordial mant 
If this is so, and if it is also true that Kant takes freedom as primary 
ultimate in philosophy (“The concept of freedom, insofar as its τ 
is proved by an apodictic law of practical reason, is the keystone of 


whole architecture of the system of pure reason and even of spec 
reason™’), then he must have reasons for letting the question of 
sence of human freedom finish with the positing of freedom as 
self-legislation of practical reason. 
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So that we may see what is crucial here, namely the connection between 
natural causality (interpreted as causality itself) and being-present as a 
mode of being, we wish to consider briefly something Kant adds to his 
Tecussions of his proof of the Second Analogy. This will provide an 
opportunity for more explicitly defining a number of basic concepts 
important for what follows. 

Kant begins with an objection to his own defini 
determining letting-follow-on by something temporally prior. According 
this definition, which takes the causal principle as a principle of tem- 
ταὶ succession, the cause is prior and the effect is subsequent. Tt turns 
out, however, that ‘the principle of the causal relation among appearances’ 
js not limited to the serial succession of appearances, but also pertains to 
their simultaneity, ie, cause and effect can be simultaneous.” Thus tem- 
poral succession cannot be the unique and infallible empirical criterion for 
ἃ cause-effect relation. Since Kant holds exclusively to the concept of 
causality as temporal succession, how does he resolve this difficulty? 

First an example of the simultaneity of cause and effect. “A room is 
warm while the outer air is cool. I look around for the cause, and find a 
heated stove. Now the stove, as cause, is simultaneous with its effect, the 
heat of the room. Here there is no serial succession in time between cause 
and effect. ‘They are simultaneous, and yet the law is valid." Kant com- 
ments that in fact ‘the great majority’ of natural causes are simultaneous 
with their effects, and that the before~after relation only indicates that 
‘the cause cannot achieve its complete effect in one momenv’.”’ An effect 
must always be simultaneous with the causation of its cause. If the caus- 
ation of the cause were to cease to be immediately prior to the effect, there 
could be no effect at all. Only insofar as causes continue to exist in their 
causation can there be any effects. The two are necessarily simultaneous. 

Nevertheless, this necessary simultaneity does not contravene the essen- 
al role of temporal succession in the causal relation. On the contrary, it is 
only by bringing this simultaneity to light that we can understand what is 
Properly intended by temporal succession. The latter necessarily intersects 
ith the duration of the presence of cause and effect. However small the 
‘pan of time between cause and effect — it might be vanishingly small, i.e. 
‘hey might be simultaneous — the relationship between the one as cause 
“nd the other as effect continues to hold. For this relationship, which is at 


ion of causality as the 


to 


“CPR A 202, B 24 
ὡς CPR A 202, B 247 f. 
CPR A 203, B 248. 


193-195) 


136 Causality and Freedom as Cosmological Problem 


all times determinable, refers to the connection between the one as 
and the other as subsequent, more precisely to the irreversibility of 
serial order. In this context, therefore, succession does not mean j 
thing after another in order of their appearance and disappearance, b 
unidirectional irreversible succession. What is crucial to ‘succession? ; 
mode of time is not the duration and speed of a sequence of events, b 
uniquely directed order in the presence of the one and the other. In this 
therefore, the cause, even when simultaneous with the effect, is in 
trovertibly prior, and cannot become subsequent to the effect.” 
pertains to the direction of a sequence, not to its character as proce: 
the direction of a sequence does not exclude the simultaneous pres 
cause and effect. Kant does not mean that the cause must disappear 
the effect occurs. In the sense distinctive to causality, succession as a 
of time is quite compatible with simultaneity of cause and effect. 

‘This more precise determination of the character of succession a 
and sequential direction allows us to see the connection between ¢ 
and effect more clearly. The connection pertains to present things 
so-being, other-being, and not-being. Occurrences can now be defi 
as isolated events but as related back to what precedes them as cat 
the same token, causation is a relation specifically directed to that 
lets follow on. 


ὁ) Second Examination of Causality’s Orientation to the Mode of Bei 
Being-Present in Terms of the Concept of Action. 
Action as the Succession-Concept in the Connection 
between Cause and Effect 


This conception of causality leads to a concept of importance for 
problem of occurrences in general, and of occurrences pertaining to ἢ 
beings in particular: the concept of action. We often make use of the ΟἹ 
word for this, i.e. πρᾶξις (πράττειν, to carry something out), whereby | 
mean ‘the practical’ in two senses. First the ‘practical man’ who p 
abilities of a certain kind and knows how to apply them at the 
moment. Secondly praxis and action in the specific sense of ethical act 
i al comportment. Kant includes this latter meaning in 
concept of the practical. ‘By the practical, I mean everything that is pe 
sible through freedom.” ‘Plato found the chief instances of his ideas 
the field of the practical, that is, in what rests upon freedom.” 
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So action is related essentially to freedom. But this is not quite the case 
for Kant, Le. praxis and action do not altogether coincide. For Kant, 
action’ is much more the expression for effecting in general. Action by no 
means primarily pertains to ethical comportment and moral /unmoral 
acuvily, Hor just to rational activity, nor just to mental activity. It refers 


also to the occurrences of animate and especially inanimate nature. Thi 
has been frequently overlooked in the interpretation of Kant, so that 
action is taken merely in the ethical sense. ‘This is not just a point about 
Kant’s use of language but has implications of a fundamental nature. If 
action has the general meaning of effecting (bringing about), and per- 
tains primarily to natural occurrences, then the concept of free moral 
action, or as Kant likes to say, of ‘voluntary’ action, is ontologically 
oriented, precisely as action, to being in the sense of being-present. In 
other words, it is oriented to just that kind of being which does not apply 
to an ethically acting being, the human being. This means that the exist- 
ence of man ~ irrespective of whether a clear distinction is made between 
the factually existing moral person and the things of nature — remains 
subject to a fundamentally erroneous ontological definition, or at least to a 
fateful indefiniteness. For Kant, action means the same as effecting, as in 
the Latin agere — effectus. It is a broader concept than doing — facere — 
which is a particular kind of action, a particular kind of effecting and 
effectus: the work — opus.” 

Every doing is an action, but not every action is a doing. ‘Doing’ in the 
sense of constructing, making, finishing, is itself distinguished from ‘act’ 
in the sense of ethical action, ‘deed’, For Kant, there is action also where no 
work is produced — in nature. Accordingly, Kant employs the expression 
and concept of ‘natural action’.”* In the Prolegomena he speaks of the 
constant action of matter,” further claiming that every natural cause 
“must have begun to act’.”” In the Second Analogy of the Critique of Pure 
Reason the concept of action is more precisely defined: ‘Action signifies 
the relation of the subject of causality to its effect’.” Action is not simply a 
happening, but is a process that itself contains an event, which event 


belongs to the occurrence.” However, ‘subject’ here does not mean ‘I’, ‘self” 
°r“person’, but rather that which is already present as underlying, as the 


, Critique of Judgement § 43. 
CPR A 547, B 575. 
Prolegomena § 53, 
Prolegomena § 

CPR A 205, B 250. 
See above pp. 123 ff. 


(196-198) 


p. 85 note (IV, 344). 
p. 84 (IV, 343). 


138 Causality and Freedom as Cosmological Problem 


cause. ‘Subject’ has just as broad a meaning here as ‘action’. Since 
event is conditioned and thus involves an effected occurrence, every 
contains an action. 


hus ‘action’ and ‘force’, as Kant says in the Foy 
to the Prolegomena, are ‘concepts of succession ... of the connecti 
cause and effect’.”” 


‘The implications of a correct understanding of the Kantian cone 
action for the problem of freedom are now plain to see. For whi 
refers to a ‘free act’ as an ‘originary action’,'” this forces it withiy 
horizon of the general concept of cause and effect as determined pr 
ily through natural causality. The action of matter is not an or 
effecting. The action of the ethical person is an original effecting, 
does not arise from some other origin but is itself an ‘origin’. The 
concept of causality thus enters into the definition of freedom. 
grasp ever more clearly the general ontological horizon in 
situates the problem of freedom, just insofar as freedom is a 
causality. 

‘This discussion of the concept of action provides us with a f 
final characterization of the ontological horizon of the Kantian pro 
of freedom. In our transition from the First to the Second Analog 
saw how Kant explicated the essence of possible movement as alt 
on the basis of permanence. At the end of Kant’s discussion of the 
Analogy, he defines the essence of alteration more precisely, by sh 
that the possibility of alteration is grounded in the continuity 
causality of action, This new moment was co-intended all along, 
emphasized as such. The law of the continuity of all all 
grounded in the essence of time (intra-temporality), i.e. in the fae 
time does not consist of (ever so small) parts. Every transition 
state to another, which states might exist in two instants, still happ 
time between the instants and thus belongs to the entire time of al 
ation. For this reason every cause of an alteration testifies to its caus 
during the whole time of the alteration. In other words, the action 
matter is continuous. There is no such thing as a sudden occurrence 
breaks out from prior nothingness. Here too time is the guideline for! 
definition of continuity, and indeed as the time of nature, as the time! 
the co-belonging of that which is present. 

An adequate account of Kant’s conception of the essence of οἷ 
the ontological determinations of 


ality has now been given. It give 
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conterture of the being-present of that which occurs as present. The char- 
eter of natural occurrences as movement is alteration, i.e. the occurrences 
occur on the basis of the permanent and in the mode of continuous action. 
rhe concepts of action and continuity are read off primarily from the 
peing-present of corporeal things. One can consult Kant’s own remark on 
the priority of this domain of beings in his intuitive presentation of the 
categories. Where he discusses causality in general, the mode of being 
he presupposes is that of nature. At the same time he continues to 
emphasize that freedom is a kind of causality. We have already verified 


this conception of Kant. What is thus far missing? 


§ 21. The Systematic Site of Freedom according to Kant 


a) The Systematic Site as Substantive Contexture Defining the Direction 
and Scope of Questioning 


What has thus far not been shown is where Kant situates freedom, i.e. 
which substantive contextures of problems and motives lead Kant to the 
problem of freedom, and in what way this occurs. We obviously require a 
criterion here, for only thus can we assess how causality (the location of 
which in Kant’s problem we have identified) relates to freedom. But this is 
not the only and not the properly crucial reason for our need to clarify the 
site of the problem of freedom in Kant’s system. The really fundamental 
reason is that we ourselves clarified the problem of freedom by situating tt 
within the perspective of the fundamental problems of metaphysic We 
must now ask how our own locating of the problem of freedom relates to 
that of Kant. We do not pose this question with a view to historical 
comparison. Rather, from our differences with Kant, which always at the 
same time signify agreement of a sort, we wish to clarify the specificity of 
ur own problematic. This will allow us to show how the positive side of 
the Kantian problem can be appropriated, albeit with modifications. 
When we speak here of the site of freedom in Kant’s system, this 
should not be taken in an external and rigid sense, as if the system were a 
‘xed structure with compartments for each and every problem and con- 
‘ept. ‘lo be sure, Kant had a strong tendency to architectonic, guided in 
‘act by traditional conceptual schemata. But while this greatly facilitated 
Lis inquiry and presentation it also led to many substantive issues and 
Phenomena becoming hidden or distorted. The systematic site of a prob- 
em is that substantive conterture which is dictated by the direction and 
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scope of questioning. This is simply the entire substantive conte: 
the philosophical problematic, which, in accordance with how it is in, 
case seen and approached, defines the direction and scope of a prob 
Possessing a system in the external sense, or trying to classify and 

purportedly frozen knowledge, is very different from philosophizin 


stantively rooted in the force of its problems when one merely ~i 
manner of Kierkegaard’s critique of Hegel — denounces the idea of 

We saw that the Kantian problem of causality is to be located pi 
within the problem of the possibility of experience, i.e. within the 
lem of finite human knowledge of present beings themselves. So 
does Kant situate freedom, i.e. from what substantive contexture 
problem of freedom emerge? Does the domain of this problem h 
necessary connection with the possibility of experience? Is it the 88] 
completely different? 

‘To understand and engage with the Kantian problem of freedon 
of crucial importance to see two things. First, that Kant is led 
problem of freedom from two utterly different contextures of prob 
Secondly, that owing to the universal ground from which Kant defia 
problematic of philosophy as such, these two ways to freedom are 
necessary for him. These two problems belong together within the t 
of metaphysical problems. It is now a matter of exhibiting them. 
not do this just to obtain a broader knowledge of the Kantian phi 
but in order to lay out the perspective of philosophical question 
richer and more primordial manner. Of course, in this area esp 


must dispense with any complete thematic interpretation and pr 
instead according to rough guidelines. However, the inner deficienel 
the following presentation have still another cause, which we cann 
the present time remove. ‘Today, the problem of metaphysics is a long 
from achieving the transparency and primordiality required to 
with the Kantian problematic in a positive and critical manner. For 
never a matter of a so-called correct interpretation of Kant. Kant’s 
ways to freedom converge in the problem of metaphysics as such. But it 
precisely this connection which remains problematic for Kant himse 
much so that he no longer sees this problem, and still less does he 
the means for awakening it. ‘The reason for this is that also in the 
Kant the traditional leading question of metaphysics — what are beings 
is not developed into the fundamental question: what is being? The lat 


is also the question concerning the primordial possibility and necessity 
the manifestness of being. 
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5») Kant’s Two Ways to Freedom and the ‘Traditional Problematic of 
Metaphysics. 
‘The Site of the Question of Freedom in the Problem of the 
Possibility of Experience as the Question Concerning the 
Possibility of Genuine Metaphysics 


We find in Kant a radical redefinition of the essence of ontology, ἃ 
redefinition without which (for example) Hegel’s ontology would not 
have been possible, And yet this redefinition is on the whole a renewal of 
the Greek approach to the question of being. From the perspective of this 
fundamental question of philosophy, therefore, it is quite wrong to set 
Kant over against the Greeks (especially Aristotle) in the manner of 
nineteenth-century Neo-Kantianism. What the Neo-Kantians saw in Kant 
was a particular theory of knowledge, to which they opposed a purport- 
edly different theory. This opposition was then enthusiastically taken up 
by Neo-Scholasticism, such that also from this side access to Greek 
thought became obstructed. 

Kant’s “20 ways to the problem of freedom are as follows. The first 
proceeds by way of the context within which the problem of causality was 
discussed: the possibility of experience as finite knowledge of beings. What 
led Kant to this question? Nothing less than the question of the possibility 
of traditional metaphysics. As traditionally understood, metaphysics 
means knowledge of supersensible beings, i.e. knowledge of those beings 
which lie out beyond that which is experientially accessible. Traditional 
metaphysics, to which Kant remains oriented in his Critique, defines these 
supersensible beings under the three headings ‘soul’, ‘world’, ‘God’. Soul 
understood in respect of what especially concerns man, i.e. its simplicity, 
indestructibility and immortality. World as the totality of present 
nature, and God as the ground and author of all beings. Soul (ψυχή) is 
the object of psychology, world (totality of nature — κόσμος) is the object 
of cosmology, God (θεός) is the object of theology. 

‘The metaphysical questions concerning soul, world, and God aim to 
define the essence of these, not just their empirically contingent character- 
istics. Kor traditional metaphysics, however, non-empirical knowledge is 
ational knowledge. 


>. knowledge proceeding from pure reason alone. 
Pure thought proceeds from concepts alone, independently of experience. 
Understood in this . the three above-mentioned disciplines together 
make up genuine metaphysics: rational psychology, rational cosmology, 


Fational theology. 


lo inquire into the essence of metaphysics means to determine its 
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inner possibility, thus marking it off against what does not p 
belong to it, drawing boundaries and limits — κρίνειν. Criticism ἢ 
Kantian sense means determining the essence of metaphysics, i.e, 
mining the capacity of pure reason for a total knowledge of beings. 
was Kant’s innermost conviction that metaphysics, as questioning 
three indicated directions, is a ‘natural disposition’ of man, such 
metaphysical questions ‘arise from the nature of universal hum: 
by its'own need to answer as best it can’."” So the problems arise 
whether, and in what degree, these questions are answerable, ho 
belong to the ground of human nature, why they are asked, 
kind of need they respond to. In what way are these ques 
in universal human nature? How does Kant justify his assertion? 
so simply by alluding to human nature itself, However uncomforta 
circumstance may be for earlier and contemporary interpretation ὁ 
no sleight of hand can alter it or diminish its significance: Kant 
grounding of metaphysics precisely as a return to human nature 
method of Kant’s grounding, as well as its validity, thus ultis 
depends on the primordiality, appropriateness, and completeness « 
interpretation of man in relation to the foundation of metaphysics. 

The requisite question concerning man can be neither psycho 
nor epistemological, nor can it be a phenomenology of consciousness 
experience, nor anthropology. The specific character of this interp 
of man can be adequately defined only on the basis of a prior and 
taneous radical clarification of the task it serves: the task of meta 


ions g 


itself. One cannot eagerly busy oneself with epistemology or the ph 
enology of consciousness or anthropology, and then later, from 
time, concern oneself with metaphysics. Despite the assurance with 
Kant carries out his ‘critique’ in the narrower sense, the ground © 
foundation of metaphysics remains uncertain and indefinite. In any οἷ 
and this is now the crucial matter — Kant must ground the three directi 
and domains of questioning by returning to human nature. In 
words, he does not interpret human nature radically from itself, 
already sees it from the perspective of the three indicated domains whi 
have been made self-evident to him by the tradition. Only in this way 4 
he turn to human nature. 

What is involved here is a particular approach to man, namely that 
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ry approach, 


Christianity. This is not in any way a philosophically necess 
jut on the other hand it does not follow that (as is commonly believed 
jowadays) the essence of man can be left undefined. ‘The problem of man 
joses difficulties which are still hardly beginning to dawn on us. Kant says 
hat human nature, as determined through reason, ‘projects’ the questions 
concerning God, world, and soul. What is specific about these questions? 
What does reason have ‘in mind’ with these questions? The question of 
the immortality of the soul represents the soul in the completeness of its 
unity, sumplicity, and indestructibility, thus in the totality of its being and 
essence. In asking about the world, reason is concerned with the totality of 
present beings in its beginning and end. The question of God as author of 
the world brings before us the ultimate totality of beings. In this repre- 
sentation of the totality, reason looks to the unity and completeness of 
what is representable and of that toward which man comports himself. 
For Kant, representations of the general nature (what-ness) of things are 
concepts. However, concepts which represent the totality belong specific- 
ally to reason, which is the faculty or power of representing something in 
its origin and outcome, i.e. in its ‘principles’. Reason unifies these prin- 
ciples through concepts of reason, or as Kant calls them, ‘ideas’, According 
to Kant, the idea is ‘the concept provided by reason — of the form of the 
whole ~ insofar as the concept determines @ priori not only the scope of its 
manifold content, but also the positions which the parts occupy relatively 
*.'" Phe ideas ‘contain a certain completeness to which no 


to one another’. 
possible empirical knowledge ever attains. In them reason aims only at a 
systematic unity, to which it seeks to approximate the unity that is 
empirically possible, without ever completely reaching it." 

With the three traditional areas of metaphysical questioning in mind, 
Kant attempts to ground, from the nature of man, three basic directions 
of representation by ideas. Every idea has the general characteristic of 
representing something. Representation always relates to something. The 
Manifold of all possible relations of representations can be reduced to 
three basic kinds: “The relations which are to be found in all our represen- 
‘ations are (1) relation to the subject; (2) relation to objects, either as 
“ppearances or as objects of thought in general’.'”” Accordingly, ideas can 
be created: (1) in respect of the representation of the subject, (2) in 
"espect of the representation of the manifold of objects in appearance, (3) 


1." 
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in respect of the representation of all things whatsoever. From these 
basic kinds of possible re-presenting there emerge three classes of id 
representations of something in regard to its totality. The first i 
the unconditioned totality and unity of the subject, the second 
the unity and totality of the manifold of appearances (which 
know to be a succession of conditions and conditioned), the third 
the absolute unity of the condition of all objects of thought whats 
immediate connection with this derivation of three possible 
representation by ideas Kant mentions the three traditional di 
of metaphysica specialis. 


§ 22, Causality through Freedom. Freedom as Cosmological Id 


a) The Problem of Freedom as Originating from the Problem of V ΐ 
Freedom as a Distinctive Mode of Natural Causality 


We said that the first way to the question of freedom is by way 
problem of the possibility of experience as the question of 
sibility of metaphysics. This latter, as the genuine and proper q 
encompasses the three indicated disciplines. The problem of 
must therefore belong in one of these disciplines. Which discipli 
of ideas) is this? 

We are acquainted with freedom as the basic condition and 
of the ethically acting person, thus of the genuine subject in the sub 
ity and I-ness of man. It is rational psychology which concerns i 
the ‘thinking subject’ as represented by ideas. Freedom is properly 
ing freedom of the will as a faculty of the soul. Since freedom } 
‘psychological concept’, the idea of freedom will be encountered ἐπὶ 
psychologia rationalis. Yet we seck for it there in vain. One might thu 
tempted to think that ultimately man is not genuinely free at all, thi 
the end freedom belongs exclusively to the highest essence of all 
ie. God. Freedom would then be a theological idea belonging in 
theologia rationalis. But here also we seek for it in vain. Instead, fre 
belongs where we least expect it: it is a cosmological idea. ‘The problet 
freedom arises in the context of the problem of world, understand 
‘world’ in Kant’s sense as the ‘totality of appearances’ (nature and cosmo 
thus the totality of present beings as accessible to finite hi 
knowledge. 

It is crucially important to see where the idea of freedom is situatt 
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within genuine metaphysics. Thus Kant says, in a note to the third section 
of Book One of the Transcendental Dialectic (‘System of ‘Transcendental 
jdeas’): “Metaphysics has as the proper object of its inquiries three ideas 
only: God, freedom, and immortality’ It is clear, therefore, not only that 
Kant understands the metaphysical problem of freedom as a cosmological 
problem, but that the idea of freedom itself has priority vis-a-vis the 


other cosmological ideas. 
We must now show more precisely how the problem of freedom arises 
from and as the problem of world. One thing may be assumed in advance: 


‘\{ freedom belongs in the context of the problem of world, if world is the 


totality of appearances in their succession, and if the experientially access- 
ible unity of appearances is determined by natural causality, then freedom 
is forced into close connection with natural causality. This is so even if 
freedom is understood as a specific species of causality distinct from natural 


“cqusality. For when something is defined by distinguishing it from some- 


thing else, the latter itself plays a determinative role in the definition. In 
brief, we can say that freedom is a distinctive mode of natural causality. If 
this were not so, there would be no possibility of conceiving it as a 
cosmological idea, i.e. as an idea essentially related to the totality of 
nature. 

Ideas are concepts of pure reason, i.e. they are representations governed 
by the fundamental principle of reason in its capacity as ‘the principle of 
unconditioned unity’.'“ Reason applies this principle in each of the three 
areas of representation. In the case of the representation of objects as 
appearances, reason demands the representation of the absolute totality of 
the synthesis of appearances, i.e. the representation of the unconditioned 
completeness of the unity of that which is present, When we consider 
reason in this representational activity, ‘we are presented with a new 
phenomenon of human reason’. This is a natural ‘conflict or antinomy of 
a rift in what pure reason as such must necessarily posit. So 
when the principle of reason manifests itself and exhibits its 


pure reason’, 


itis precis 


character as principle that ‘there emerge various forms of opposition and 
dissension’! 

In view of these statements by Kant, it is just blindness and lack of 
“nderstanding to enthuse over a pure absolute reason, overlooking the fact 
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that what Kant’s concept of reason announces is precisely the dey 
finitude of man, i.e. reason is not at all, as it is taken to be by supe 
and external interpretations, a mark of infinity. In its representing 
its concepts) reason is only seemingly superior to the understanding 
genuine faculty of concepts. The situation is really the other waya 
the representing of reason is an illegitimate transgression of the es 
finitude of understanding, thus a_finitization, ‘dissension’,'"' as in 
cases illegitimate representing signifies transgression of limit 
immoderation, thus is a mark of finitude. Nor does this transg 
become a mark of infinity by being necessary to human nature as 
Instead, this only proves that finitude is essential to man rather t 
something contingent or arbitrary which just happens to attach to ἢ 

Kant emphasizes that it is only from the understanding that Pp 
scendental concepts can arise: ‘Reason does not really generate a 
cept. The most it can do is to free a concept of understanding 
unavoidable limitations of possible experience, and so to endea 
extend it beyond the limits of the empirical, though still, indeed, int 
of its relation to the empirical’.''* Seeking to overcome limits, ho 
a long way from overcoming finitude. On the contrary, genuine fi 
can exist only if human knowledge is essentially subject to these 
and if the attempt to transgress them results in the breakdown of re 
We conclude not only that pure reason is finite, but that the cone 
reason (the ideas) do not immediately relate to accessible beings 
Rather, in accordance with their origin, the concepts of reason im 
ately relate only to the understanding, ‘solely in order to prescribe 
understanding its direction towards a certain unity’.'"’ In the do 
experience (knowledge of objects as appearances) the employment 
understanding is announced in the principles of experience. To | 
principles there belong the Analogies, as the laws of the unity of 
contexture (synthesis) of the manifold of appearances. 


b) The Idea of Freedom as “Transcendental Concept of Nature’: 
Absolute Natural Causality 


What does it mean for reason to apply its ‘principle of uncondi 
unity”''' to the determinations of the understanding? What appea 
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appearance 18 the multiplicity of that which is present in the contexture 
of jts being-present. The latter involves occurrences, alteration, the suc- 
“vssion! of events, i.e, a specifically directed contexture of conditions and 
conditioned. In its demand for absolute totality, reason insists on going 
pack from one condition to another until it arrives at the unconditioned. 
‘Thus the principle of reason is ‘that if the conditioned is given, the entire 
sum of conditions, and consequently the absolutely unconditioned (through 
which alone the conditioned has been possible) is also given’.'”” When 
reason represents the completeness of the sequence of conditions, it pro- 
ceeds backward in the direction of conditions and not forward in the 


direction of consequences, ‘because for the complete comprehension of 


what is given in appearance we need consider only the grounds, not the 
" 


consequence: 

Incidentally, while this applies to the processes of corporeal nature, it 
does not apply in history, for a historical occurrence is understood essen- 
tially from its consequences. ‘The consequences of a historical event can- 
not be understood merely as following on in time. This is because the 
historical past is not defined through its position in the bygone, but 
through its future. What is here determinative is not just anything occur- 
ring subsequent to a historical event, but the future in its possibility. Thus 
the history of the present is a contradiction in terms. Kant’s lack of 
attention to (and at bottom, his ignorance of) this differently constituted 
dimension of beings is indirect evidence for his taking the domain of 
appearances simply as the domain of present things, i.e. nature in the 
broad sens 


“The cosmological ideas deal, therefore, with the totality of the regres- 
Lara Σ 3 ΜΗ ἡ 

sive synthesis proceeding in antecedentia, not in consequentia.''’ During 

Sur discussion of the principle of causality we saw that, in its dynamical 


meaning, this relates to events, i.e. the sequential occurrence of appear- 
“aces. ‘Thus what reason refers to here is precisely the unity and com- 
Pleteness of this sequence, The contexture of the sequence (the relation 
°f the conditioned to the condition) is defined by the conditioned having 


been caused, i.e. by the causation of the conditions, through the causality 
Which 


of the 
will 


by 
allows a sequence of appearances to follow on. A representation 
unconditioned unity of this sequence, of the causal relationship, 


ascend to something unconditioned, thus representing ‘the absolute 
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completeness in the origination of an appearance’.''* The representa 
by reason of an unconditioned causality is the representation of a 
ation which returns not just to something prior as its own particular α 
but to the absolute beginning of the sequence. This is a represen: 
‘an originary action’,'"” of an action effective from itself, a free actio 
concept of reason of this unconditioned causality, which seeks to r 
the given and givable unity of appearances in its completeness, is 
to something which a priori makes possible the totality of appearane 
something transcendental. It is a representation of freedom in 
scendental sense: the idea of transcendental freedom. Freedom as a ki 
causality is related to the possible totality of sequences of appea 
general. The idea of freedom is the representation of something dj 
ical, something unconditioned and pertaining to the completen 
the contexture of the being-present of appearances, i.e. a ‘transc 
concept of nature’.'” 

We have thus traversed, albeit somewhat roughly, Kant’s first 
freedom. ‘This way reflects neither historical influences on Kant 
private considerations, but rather the substantive connection be 
idea of freedom and the problem of the possibility of finite knowle 
the same time, this way to freedom shows how, and as what, fre 
posited. Freedom is nothing other than absolute natural causalil 
Kant himself fittingly says, it is a concept of nature that trans 
possible experience." Freedom does not thereby lose the charact 
concept of nature, but retains this, precisely as broadened out and 
up to the unconditioned. 


§ 23. The Two Kinds of Causality and the Antithetic of Pure Rea 
the Third Antinomy 


The concept that is properly represented in the idea of transce! 
freedom, i.e. the concept of causality, is produced by the understa 
and belongs to the essential determinations of nature as such. 
representing of reason accomplishes is only a broadening out to 
unconditioned. This broadening out, however, brings to light an antl 
onism within reason itself, ‘The cosmological idea of the abso 
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pmpleteness of the origin of an appearance,’ when unfolded in the 
τ 


form of propositions, produces a conflict between doctrine and counter- 


goctrine, leading to a concept which Kant grasps as transcendental free- 
dom. The conflicting doctrines pertain not just to any arbitrary questions, 
put to questions ‘which human reason must necessarily encounter in its 


progress’. Each of the conflicting doctrines involves ‘a natural and 
unavoidable illusion’. Each, even after close examination, seems to bear 
the clear stamp of truth, Since they are opposed to one another sub- 
stantively, While making equally justified claims to truth, they stand in 
permanent and necessary antagonism. It is the aim of the transcendental 
antithetic to exhibit this antagonism as essential to human reason itself. 
Kant calls these conflicting doctrines ‘pseudo-rational’;'’' they can be 
neither confirmed nor refuted by experience. Pure human reason remains 
‘unavoidably subject’ to their antagonism.’ Each doctrine can be 


supported on grounds equally valid and necessary to those which support 
126 


its opposite. 

‘The inner dissension of pure reason leading to the transcendental idea 
of freedom is treated by Kant under the heading of ‘the Third Antinomy’. 
This is the antinomy in reason’s concept of the unconditioned totality of 
the origin of an appearance. It thus concerns the representation of the 
completeness of all appearances in respect of their origin, i.e. in respect of 


their causal conditionedness. This kind of representation leads to the 
127 


following two statements: 


τ. ‘Causality in accordance with laws of nature is not the only causality 
from which the appearances in the world can one and all be derived. ‘To 


explain these appearances it is necessary to assume that there is also 


another causality, that of freedom.’ 
2. "There is no freedom; everything in the world takes place solely in 
accordance with laws of nature.’ 


The second statement, which Kant calls the ‘Antithesis’, contradicts the 
first, which he calls the ‘Thesis’. Kant provides proofs for each of the two 
Statements, proofs which are meant to show that both are equally true and 
“dually grounded in pure reason. Following the proofs, Kant makes 
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‘Observations’ on the ‘Thesis and Antithesis respectively. The proof 
indirect, i.e. they begin by assuming the opposite of what is maintai 
the statement under consideration. 


a) The Thesis of the Third Antinomy. 
The Possibility of Causality through Freedom (‘Transcendental 
Alongside the Causality of Nature in the Explanation of the App 
of the World as Universal Ontological Problem 


If there is no other kind of causality besides natural causality, then € 
thing that occurs presupposes a prior state from which it inevitably ἴδ 
according to a law. Now this prior state must itself be something 
in time and thus previously was not. For otherwise, i.e. if this pri 
had always been, its consequences would also have always bee 
causation of an occurrence is always itself something occurring 
such refers back to something still earlier. Every beginning 
relative’ to what preceded it. There is thus no first beginni 


series of causes. 

‘But the law of nature is just this, that nothing takes place 
cause sufficiently determined @ priori.'” But just this law of 
causality leads to no first beginning, to no sufficiently de: 
cause. The law of causality contradicts itself in what it 
and implies. ‘Thus, in respect of the necessary representation” 
completeness of the origin of appearances, natural causality cam 


thing prior. If it is itself to initiate a sequence of appearances g 
by natural laws, the causation of the cause must owe its exi 
itself, Such causation, such absolute origination from itself, is absolute 
taneity, i.e. the transcendental freedom which goes beyond the se 


natural causes. The sequence of appearances can never be com 
without this. 

In his ‘Observation’ on the Thesis, Kant gives a more precise cha 
ization of the concept of freedom, at the same time analysing 
the proof of the ‘Thesis implies for the being of the world, and indica 
how he understands the ‘first beginning’ — through freedom τ @ 


determinate sequence. 
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‘Jo be sure, the concept of transcendental freedom ‘does not by any 
ans constitute the whole content of the psychological concept of that 
‘ame, which is mainly empirical’."” What is the meaning of this distine- 
1 between the transcendental and the psychological concept of free- 
dom: In the psychological concept there is represented a soul, a faculty of 
the soul, namely will. The latter is a specific being which we do not 
encounter in the mere representation of a present being; it must, 
be given to us. On the other hand, the transcendental concept of freedom 
arises in connection with the question of the completeness of appearances 
(present beings in general) irrespective of their content. ‘Transcendental 
freedom is a universal ontological concept, psychological freedom a 
regional one. However, the universal ontological concept is as such neces- 
sarily implicated in the regional concept, and constitutes the genuine 
difficulty in the psychological concept of freedom. Thus Kant say 
has always so greatly embarrassed speculative reason in dealing with the 
question of freedom of the will, is its strictly transcendental aspect. The 
problem, properly viewed, is solely this: whether we must admit a power 
of spontaneously beginning a series of successive things or states." In 
brief, the problem of freedom, and of the freedom of the will in particular, 
is really a universal ontological problem within the ontology of the being- 
present of that which is present, and does not relate specifically to will- 
governed or spiritual being. It is by no means the case that Kant posits 
being free as characteristic of something essentially spiritual, and then 
treats this within the horizon of being-present. Instead, the being-present 
of that which is present, itself and as such, leads to the problem of ‘free 
action’. We shall come back to this all-important thesis of Kant. 

We can already see that with the fundamental transformation of the 
ontological problem the problem of freedom also changes. For Kant, the 
only problem is whether to accept absolute spontaneity within, and in 
relation to, the being of that which is present in its totality (world). How 
Such a causality is possible can no more be grasped than can the possibility 
of natural causality. For also in this latter case we must be content 


til 


nstead, 


ὦ « aa 
© establish that it is necessary as the condition of the possibility of 
Xperience 


nd its objects. 
In his ‘Observation’ on the Thesis, Kant raises the further question of 
wi} Α σὰ 

‘al ἃς proved in the proof. What is presented is only the necessity, for the 


*Mprehensibility of the world as totality of appearances, of an absolute 
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beginning, i.e. of a world-origin out of freedom. Once brought into ἢ 
however, the world remains governed by natural causality. In the ἢ 
time, since the power of spontaneously beginning a temporal serie 
been demonstrated (although how this occurs remains unknown) | 
now also permissible for us to admit within the course of the 
different series... as beginning of themselves’. It is possible, that j 
admit present things, substances, which have the ‘power of acting 
freedom’.'” 


‘This proof, in other words, allows for the possibility of freely 


beings within the domain of present occurrences. Again, nothi 
decided here as to the human or non-human status of such beings. R 
in accordance with the universal ontological concept of action, 
implied is only that something can begin quite spontaneously with 
course of present occurrences. This self-origination does not have t 
absolute beginning ‘according to time’, i.e. it does not exclude the p 
ity that something occurred prior to it, without, however, necessite 
If, for example, I now freely rise from my chair, this is the 
origination — causally but not temporally — of a series of events 
world. ‘For this resolution and act of mine do not form part of the 
sion of purely natural effects.""” 

In concluding, Kant makes a historical reference to the philos 
antiquity, who also (with some exceptions) explained the world b 
beyond the sequence of natural causes to a first mover. Above all 
Aristotle, with the πρῶτον κινοῦν ἀκίνητον, who proceeded 
way. To be sure, the movement of this unmoved mover does not 
indeed has nothing whatever to do with, absolute spontaneii 
origination, κινεῖ ὡς ἐρώμενον. This is precisely a confirmation of 
requirements of reason, as expressed in representing an uncondit 
completeness of the origin of appearances. q 

It is vitally important to see that the Thesis and its proof are quit 
accordance with the principles of pure reason and do not involve anytl 
forced or artificial. Kant thus wants to say that the content of the 
together with its mode of proof, is attested and affirmed in the ™ 
diverse modifications by common human reason. ‘The same applies 
Antithesis, which asserts the opposite upon equally sound grounds. 
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b) The Antithesis of the Third Antinomy. 
‘Vhe Exclusion of Freedom from the Causality of the World-Process 


antithesis: There is no freedom; everything in the world takes place solely 
jn accordance with laws of nature." Here too the proof is indirect, i.e. it 
pegins by assuming the truth of its opposite, the Thesis. If the proof of the 
\ntithesis now proves the truth of the Thesis’ opposite, the antagonism 


petween the two, as equally true and provable, will be evident. 

Proof of the Antithesis: ‘If there is freedom in the transcendental 
cense, as a special kind of causality’, then causality itself, as letting-follow- 
on, absolutely begins. For clearly, there would be nothing that could fur- 
ther determine it according to constant laws. This causation itself, as 
occurring action, is a being. But if there is no lawfulness governing this 
being, and if lawfulness belongs necessarily to the essence of appearances 
(that which is present), then transcendental freedom involves a causation 
which can never be present, ‘an empty thought-entity’.'” Therefore, since 
transcendental freedom is contrary to the law of causality, nothing exists 
but nature. If freedom were to enter into the causality of the world- 
process, this would not amount to a different causality, but to complete 
lawlessness, and nature as such would cease to be. On the other hand, if 
freedom were a kind of lawfulness, it would be nothing else than precisely 
nature. ‘There is, consequently, no such thing as freedom. Everything that 
is determined by the all-encompassing power of nature. 

‘The truth of the Antithesis places cognition under the constant burden 
of having to seek ever higher for the beginning. At the same time, how- 
ever, the illusion of freedom is overcome, and knowledge can comfortably 
bear its burden by safeguarding the constant and lawful unity of experi- 
ence. Freedom, on the other hand, while it is indeed liberation from 
compulsion, also liberates from the guideline of all rules. For as an 
absolute beginning, freedom demolishes the law of the determination of 
occurrences, i.e. the determining return to prior states. 

In his ‘Observation’ on the Antithesis, Kant shows how a proponent of 
the all-embracing power of nature would defend this view against the 
doctrine of freedom. Since the unity of experience at all times makes 
Necessary the permanence of substance, i.e. since substances have always 
®xisted in the world, there is no difficulty in accepting that change has 


occur: 
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likewise always existed, thus that there is no first beginning. To be 
the possibility of such an infinite regress cannot be made comprehen 
But such incomprehensibility is no reason for dismissing this ‘enignng 


nature’. For in this case ‘alteration’ too would have to be rejected, as 
its possibility would be ‘offensive’.'™ ‘For were you not assured by exy 
ence that alteration actually occurs, 


@ priori the possibility of such a ceaseless sequence of being 
ΜΝ 


you would never be able to exco 


not-being. 


c) The Special Character of the Cosmological Ideas in the Questi 
of the Possibility of Genuine Metaphysics. 
Reason’s Interest in Resolving the Antinomy 


So Thesis and Antithesis are equally necessary, equally true, and e 
provable. ‘Their antagonism is a dissension within reason itself, a d 
sion which cannot be simply torn out of human nature and abol 
What is called for is a more thorough investigation of its origin. 
Kant pursues this course of inquiry, which aims at resolving rathe 
removing the antinomy, he raises the following questions. What ai 
do we as human beings take to this internal dissension of rea 
constantly confronts us? Do we remain uninvolved? Do our inte 
favour one side, and if so which?'™ By our ‘interests’ Kant does not 
arbitrary needs and wishes, but what human beings take an 
in qua humans, i.e. what pertains to being-human as such. ΤΊ 
concepts of reason, ie. the ideas (soul, world, God), present ‘glin 
of those ultimate ends |immortality, freedom, God] towards which 


3159 


endeavours of reason must ultimately converge’. 


‘The conflict just presented pertains quite generally to all 
beings. ‘To these beings there belongs the individual human as a pre 
item of the world-totality. For an individual person, the dispute 
whether a present being can by itself initiate a sequence of 
becomes the question of ‘whether I am free in my actions or, like ot 
beings, am led by the hand of nature and fate’.'“’ Am I free, or is e 
thing compelled by natural necessity? Deciding in favour of the Thesi 
a decision for freedom, but not freedom as mere lack of compulsi® 
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Rather, we decide for freedom as the condition of the possibility of 
responsibility and thus of morality. So a certain moral interest is exhibited 
in deciding for the Thesis.’ At the same time, however, a speculative 
interest is involved, i.e. to the degree that we want a satisfying answer (not 
obtainable on the side of the Antithesis) to the question concerning the 
totality of that which is present. While general theoretical and practical 
interests naturally favour the ‘Thesis, the Antithesis does not enjoy such 
popularity. ‘The Antithesis demands a restless search for ever-receding 
causes. It does not hold out the possibility of cognition arriving at a fixed 
point of rest, but man remains ‘always with one foot in the air’.'” Thus 
the ground of the Antithesis, just because it is really no ground at all, 
because it cannot guarantee anything primary and originary, cannot serve 
to erect a complete edifice of knowledge.'” Now since ‘human reason is by 
nature architectonic’,'" i.e. regards all knowledge as belonging to a sys- 
tem, ‘the architectonic interest of reason ... forms a natural recom- 
mendation for the assertions of the Thesis’.' This means that the main 
direction of metaphysical questioning, as arising from the ‘natural dis- 
position’ of man, is given by the Thesis. Seen objectively, however, this 
does not give the Thesis greater credibility than the Antithesis, but 
only indicates that human reason is incapable, initially at least, of an 
unprejudiced evaluation of its own inner dissension. ‘The connection of 
the Thesis with the general interest of human beings only indicates that if 
human beings ‘were summoned to action, this play of the merely specula- 
tive reason’ between Thesis and Antithesis ‘would disappear like a dream’, 
and human beings ‘would choose their principles exclusively in accord- 
ance with practical interests’.'” On the other hand, ‘no one can be blamed 
for, much less be prohibited from, presenting for trial the two contending 
Partie dissension within itself, 


Not only does pure reason harbour t 
ἢ can make valid points against 


but the differing attitudes to this dissen: 
one another. 

‘The context of our problem requires that we must here dispense with 
any thorough examination of the antinomies as developed by Kant. More 
Specifically, we shall not be concerned with the question of whether 
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these antinomies are necessary as such, or whether they are only 
son and human existence. In: 


ial rootedness in the es 


necessary by Kant’s approach to re 
shall inquire into the problem’s primor: 
human existence. What interests us is solely the position of the pro 
of freedom within metaphysics, and how the first way to freedom δι 


brought into unity with the second way. 
The problem of freedom belongs to the problem of world, 
problematic arises as the antinomy of a cosmological idea, of rea 
knowledge of the absolute totality of the originating sequence 
appearance. However, the cosmological idea of freedom thereby 
on a distinctive and privileged status (vis-a-vis the psychologi 
theological ideas) such that the task of resolving its inner dis 
cannot be avoided. There is an obvious temptation thereto, for one 
pronounce it ‘impudent boasting’ and ‘extravagant self-conceit”* 
to solve all problems, insisting that these ultimate questions of rea 
instead for a more modest attitude. However, although this may be tt 
respect of the psychological and theological ideas, it does not apply 
cosmological ideas, i.e. their antagonism must be resolved. Why is αὶ 
‘The object of the cosmological ideas is the totality of appearances. ° 
sure, this completeness of that which is present in its being-prese 
never empirically given. But on the other hand, what is themat 
intended in the cosmological ideas — cosmos, nature — is preci 
possible object of experience. ‘hese ideas must presuppose the ob 
given, and the questions which flow from these ideas relate preci 
the completeness of the synthesis of experience. We are acquainte 
the object itself. What is given here as known must also pro 
measure for evaluating the ideas and the way their objects are given. 
cosmological ideas cannot be carried through, i.e. the totality as 
cannot be given and intuitively presented, but the representing 
totality, for and from any given thing, is always possible. It could be τ 
these ideas, in the way they arise and create contradictions, do not B 
fast to that to which they relate as cosmological ideas (appearances), 
especially not to the manner in which the object of these ideas is given) 
we reflect on the matter, however, we can discover the key to the 
lution and origination of their antagonism. Were this antagonism to 
on an illusion, it would resolve itself in such a way that what the id 


represent could be drawn positively into the possibility of experiené 
If the antagonism continues nevertheless, some way must be found 
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wercoming it. In regard to the problem of freedom, this means that 
freedo™ as a cosmological idea does not remain as the counter concept to 
natural ausality. Instead, their antagonism is resolved in such a way 
that the possible unity of the two — causality from freedom and natural 
causality — is at least not unthinkable. ; 

But quite apart from the prospect of a possible resolution of the 
antagonism, it is already a matter of basic significance that Kant, in the 
Antithetic, sets these arguments of reason against one another. He calls. 
this the sceptical method, which, however, does not mean scepticism, nor 
addiction to doubt, even less despair at the possibility of truth. Instead, it 
is σκύψις in the genuine meaning of the word ~ simply attentive looking 
at the fact of opposition, such that both sides of the argument come 
into view and sharply display their mutual antagonism. Only in this 
way can the antagonism be resolved, i.e. only thus can its possible false 


presuppositions come to light.” 


§' 24, Preparatory (Negative) Determinations Towards Resolution of the 
Third Antinomy 


a) The Delusion of Common Reason in the Handling of Its Principle 


The transcendental concept of freedom originates within an idea- 
formation whereby reason applies its principle of necessary representa- 
tion. ‘This idea-formation pertains to the multiplicity of objects as a 
sequence of synthesis and as ever-progressing from conditioned to condi- 
tion. Seen in this light freedom would be unconditioned causality. What 
principle does reason apply? If the conditioned is given, the whole series 


of its conditions is also given. 

Hearing this principle, we feel that something is wrong, although we 
We only have the intimation 
In what sense is this so? 


fy precisely what this 
that the principle somehow involves a delus 
The principle speaks of condition and conditioned, of the relation 
between condition and conditioned. But it speaks of more, namely of the 
of the conditioned to the givenness of the condi- 
‘ion in the whole sequence, of the condition of the givenness of the whole 
Sequence of conditions. There is much here that does not occur to us, at 
least not in its full content, when we simply enunciate the principle. 


are unable to spe 


ion 


relation of the givenness 
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Nevertheless, we believe ourselves capable of immediately unde} 
and applying this principle. We, that is common reason, believe 
what does this commonness consist in? The common is the indiffe 
ie. all things are thrown together and treated as equivalent, ho 
different they may actually be. Since commonness takes things for 
they are not, this is already delusion and falsification. 

How does reason make this principle common or indifferent? We 
said quite generally that this principle speaks of conditioned and 
tion. The concept of conditioned already refers to a condition, more 
cisely, to a series of conditions. This applies irrespective of what is 
conditioned, indeed irrespective of whether anything is given ata 
is a matter of cognitive determinations as such, of the λόγος. 
purely logical postulate. However, precisely because it is a purely Ie 
postulate it can say nothing factical about the relationship be! 
given conditioned and its condition. In no way does the logical po 
imply that if something conditioned is given, so also is its whole 
of conditions. The relationship between condition and conditior 
fundamentally different to the relationship between the givenn 
something conditioned and the givenness of its conditions; the form 
logical-conceptual relationship which exists only in thought, the 
an ontical-factical relationship within the temporal occurrence of 
ence. This fundamental difference is the first thing that common 
overlooks and levels out. 

‘This levelling-out goes further. What does it mean for common ¥ 
to apply the principle to the givenness of the conditioned? Some 


conditioned is given, i.e. some being or other exists. If this being exis 
conditioned, then what conditions it also exists, i.e. the complete 
conditions and the unconditioned itself must certainly exist. In spe 
of givenness, the what and where and how of this givenness remain ut 
terrogated. It is simply taken for granted that the speaker (the hun 
being) is acquainted with things as they are and is thus in a position 
decide over what is conditioned and conditioning. Such talk of 
givenness of something conditioned and of condition not only rem 
indefinite, but makes it appear self-evident that human beings know u 
things (beings) unconditionally 
reason does not see that for beings to be given to us, for us to a 
lerlangen| at knowledge of beings, we must have already reached [ang 
them and encountered them as beings. Beings are given to us only 
s subject to definitl 


h enable us to have an acceptin 


ie. as they are in themselves. Com 


self showing, only as appearances. ‘This letting-give 


conditions, including those wh 
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sentation, i.e. an intuition. What enables accepting belongs to the 
f accepting. If accepting is intuition, then what enables accepting 
earlier 


repre 
essence 0} 
just also have the character of intuition. That which enables 
ms - Ty ν᾿ : δ ἐς « sa 
nd prior to what is enabled. The enabling intuiting must intuit in 
a 


,dvance that which it is to represent. , 
‘ ‘This letting-give of appearances stands under definite conditions, 
namely that appearances are encountered in space and time. ‘The latter 
are not things in themselves which could also be present next to, and 
simultaneously with, things within space and time. Rather, they are 
modes of human representation, of such a sort that everything we 
encounter shows itself within space and time. All relations attaching to 
the beings we encounter are therefore predetermined as temporal rela- 
tions. This also applies to the relation between the encountered givenness 
of the conditioned and the givenness of the conditions. That is, if the 
conditioned is given in and as appearance, this does not mean that the 
unity of the temporal relations of the conditioned to its condition is 
ady co-given. Rather, this series is only ever given successively in time. 
quently, the principle cannot claim that the whole series of condi- 
is actually present in its 


tions is given along with the conditioned, 
totality. It can claim only that the givenness of something conditioned 
implies the necessity of a series of conditions leading up to it. So we see 
the common procedure of reason in the conception and employment of 
this principle. 

In order to once again briefly exhibit this levelling out of differences, 
let us consider the principle in its function as first premise of an argu- 
ment, ie. of the argument by which reason comes to its cosmological 
ideas, one of which is the idea of freedom. If the conditioned is given, so 
the whole series of its conditions, the unconditioned, is also given. Now 
the conditioned is given as something that originates (follows on) from 


something else. So the unconditioned of such a series is also given, the 
son takes the 


absolutely originary causation, ie. freedom. Common re 
purely ontological relationship between concepts as equivalent to the onti- 
cal relationship between the givenness of an actually existing conditioned 
‘The existing being is thereby taken as a thing-in-itself, 
ible givenness. Precisely 


and its conditior 


“©. without attending to the conditions of its po: 
this being is now taken as appearance — admittedly, without being recog- 
"zed as mi 
falsely attributed to things-in-themselves is now transferred, with equal 
Provided only that the common procedure 


aning this — in the minor premise of the argument. What is 


fallaciousness, to appearances. 
of reason has become transparent to itself, this conclusion can be seen as 
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blatantly incorrect. Finally, the cormmonness of reason consists in th 
that it not only maintains itself within this indifference as something 
evident, but that it thus hinders itself from coming to self-transp 
So Kant can say that common reason, as it employs this principle 
the formation of cosmological ideas, operates within a ‘quite 
illusion’ which as such leads to the antinomies. The principle, ho 
is foundational for the proofs of both ‘Thesis and Antithe: So by οἱ 
ing the illusion at the basis of both statements, their proofs are ἴσαι 
involve an ‘error’.'”' The claim of both to be actually provable and p 
must a 


ordingly be rejected. 


b) The Distinction Between Appearance (Finite Knowledge) an 
‘Thing-in-Itself (Infinite Knowledge) as the Key to Resolving th 
Problem of the Antinomies 


However, it has not yet been shown that the Thesis and Antith 
substantively in error in what they claim as their respective conel 
is quite possible for a statement to be true even though the ] 
advanced for it are invalid. If this were the case in regard to the TI 
and Antithesis, their antagonism would continue just as before.!® 
dispute can only be resolved by showing that they are really qua 
about nothing. A particular illusion has made them accept a reality 
none is to be found, so that the antagonism amounts to nothin 
question must be raised as to the character of this antagonism b 
‘Thesis and Antithesis. What kind of opposition do the antinomies in 

‘To decide this, we shall keep to the Third Antinomy (the only on 
have thus far treated), but bring it into a form that more clearly ex 
the antagonism. The Thesis asserts freedom as unconditioned causé 
the primordial origin subject to no further conditions. We can thus 
the Thesis as saying that the ordered series of causes, considered i 
totality, is finite. Clearly then, the Antithesis would say that the serie 
the regressive synthesis of conditions is infinite. The Thesis maint 
that nature is finite, the Antithesis that nature is infinite. ‘This kind 


opposition is called a simple contradiction. ‘To understand the antagon 
in this way (i.e. in accordance with common reason) presupposes 
nature is a thing-in-itself, i.e. that nature is given to us absolutely an 
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own absolutely. This presupposition overlooks the fact that as the 
fundamental concept of appearances, nature cannot possess absolute 
axistence. Since nature is not being-in-itself it cannot be said to be either 
jinite oF infinite. The presupposition of both Thesis and Antithesis is false. 
once this false presupposition is uncovered, the supposedly genuine 
contradiction becomes a mere apparent antagonism, i.e. a dialectical 
opposition. Both Thesis and Antithesis are based on an ill sion, and 
indeed, as we saw, on an illusion necessary to common reason.'” 

‘The antagonism is removed by pointing to its false presupposition, 
namely that appearances are taken as things-in-themselves. ‘This distinc- 
tion is necessary if pure reason is to obtain self-transparency with regard 
to its own genuine possibilities. However, this distinction between appear- 
ance and thing-in-itself is nothing else than the distinction between finite 
and infinite knowledge. The problem of pure reason must therefore be 
recognized as the problem of finite knowledge. This also means that the 
finitude of human nature must be defined from and in the essence of 
knowledge. But it is the task of the first — positive and fundamental — part 
of the Critique of Pure Reason to delineate the finitude of knowledge in 
its essence. If, therefore, the antinomies can only be resolved on the basis 
of the indicated distinction between appearance and thing-in-itself, the 
doctrine of antinomies, for Kant, is indirect proof for what he had to 
establish positively in the transcendental aesthetic. This is unambiguously 
stated by Kant himself, in this way making plain the basic tendency the 
Critique of Pure Reason. We can now understand why the problem of the 
antinomies was the crucial impetus for this work. For the solution of this 
problem requires reflecting on the distinction between appearance and 
thing-in-itself, between finite and infinite knowledge. More precisely, the 
Problem of the antinomies was what first led Kant to discover this distine- 
ion, and to hold fast to it as the centre of all further metaphysical 


Problematics. 

‘Yo be sure, in Kant’s critical discussion of the metaphy 
see the same fundamental attitude as in his critical consideration of the 
‘The finitude of man is not decided 


ica specialis we 


Metaphysica generalis (ontolog: 
“pon. and is not made thematic, in connection with the problem of the 
foundations of metaphysics as such. In the doctrine of the antinomies, for 
“Sample, Kant contents himself, quite properly given his immediate pur- 
Poses, with exhibi 
‘o the natural illus 


ig the antagonism, and then resolving it by reference 


ion residing in human nature. Natural reason is 
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common reason because it levels out essential differences, i.e. does ng 
them emerge as differences. This commonness belongs to the 
human reason. Not only was it necessary to show this more comp 
sively and primordially, but above all this natural commonness had. 
exhibited as an essential moment of finitude. It was a matter of sho 
what this commonness genuinely consists in and why it belongs to n 
reason. Our way of interpreting the employment of the prineip 
reason already provides a direction here. What is the significance 0 
erasure of the differences between the logical, ontical, and ontole 
such that these are all understood, with equally indefinitene 


slit 


‘being’? 


§ 25. The Positive Resolution of the Third Antinomy. Freedom as 
Causality of Reason: Transcendental Idea of an Unconditioned Ca 
Character and Limits of the Problem of Freedom within the Prob 

the Antinomies 


a) The Resolution of the Problem of the Antinomies as Going 
Beyond the Problem of Finite Knowledge to the 
Problem of Human Finitude as Such 


Let us once again consider the problem of freedom as it emerges wit 
problem of the antinomies. If we follow Kant’s first way to freed 
encounter this within the problem of the antinomies. ‘This is the 
the problem of world as the bas‘ 
traditional metaphysical disci 


¢ question of the critical resolution 0 


and Antithesis, there is a necessary reference to freedom, and inde 
opposing senses: on the one hand freedom exists alongside and in ἢ 
on the other hand there is only nature and freedom does not exist. 
antagonism cannot be resolved by placing the truth wholly on either 8, 
A decision is only possible by way of a resolution of the antagonism, ἷ 
by showing that the origin of the conflict is such that no such decision ὃ 


be demanded. At the same time, this origin is such that it ean contim 
walk abroad in human nature. 

‘The resolution of the antagonism, through the consideration of ori 
proceeds in two stages. First, 


it is shown that the principle is deceptive # 


See above p. 86. The ‘indifference’ of the understanding of being, ‘un@ 
ferentiatedness’, was one of the eight characteristics we enumerated. 
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the way it functions to generate the conflicting statements. ‘That is, what 
applies to purely logical connections is taken as applicable to purely onti- 
gal connections, which in turn are conceived now in the sense of absolute 
,nowledge, now in the sense of finite knowledge. Not only is the principle 
of proof for both Thesis and Antithesis deceptive in thi Ὶ but the 
substantive opposition of the statements does not amount to anything, ie, 
jis an illusory opposition. Secondly, closer consideration of the opposition 
reveals that it is not a genuine contradiction. For both statements — that 
infinite, that nature is finite — attribute to nature something it is 


y say more than what is necessary for contradiction: it is thus an 
illusory dialectical contradiction. 

The key to resolving the difficulty is the distinction between appear 
ance and thing-in-itself, a distinction that itself involves the problem of the 
finitude of knowledge. ‘This becomes a problem in connection with the 
“Gelinition of accessible beings and the condition of the possibility of their 
accessibility. 

But what is signified by the undifferentiated character of both? Is this 
just an error of traditional metaphysics, or is it something essential? If 
metaphysical questioning belongs to the nature of man, then so also does 
this specific delusion (according to Kant, necessarily). What is it in human 
nature that produces this delusion? We have already indicated what it is: 
the mode of the understanding of being, i.e. its undifferentiatedness. From 
where does this originate, and why does it occur? Can its necessity be seen 
from the understanding of being itself? In what way is it necessary? It is a 
matter of bringing the finitude of man to light beyond the mere finitude of 
his knowledge. This finitude must be exhibited, not in order to ascertain 
its boundaries and limits, but in order to awaken the inner resolve and 
composure wherein and within which everything essential begins and 
abid 

If the Critique of Pure Reason takes the basic problem of the founda- 
tion of metaphysics to concern the finitude of man, then a comprehensive 
and penetrating consideration of this book will inevitably need to focus on 
the problem of finitude. But, it will be said, we are concerned here with 


the problem of freedom. What has our discussion of the antinomies 
ta 


ght us about this problem? Has what we are seeking, namely the sys- 
'ematic position of the problem of freedom within the context of the 
érounding of metaphysics, become any more clear? If the antagonism 


between Thesis and Antithesis is resolved in the manner indicated, th 
only a negative result, demonstrating the inner nullity and invalidity of 
‘he purported opposition. In this case, however, the problem of freedom as 
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it arises in the antinomies would itself be null and void. Does 
problem in fact disappear along with the resolution of the antino: 

We cannot get beyond the point that freedom is posited in the se 
transcendental concept of nature. Vhis is the bare result, but it is not 
we actually seek from an authentic understanding of the problem, 
problem concerns the resolution of the antagonism between natural q 
ality and the causality of freedom. ‘To be sure, the resolution 
antagonism initially has a negative meaning, but it must lead to 
thing positive, i.e. to the possibility of the unity of the two opposing: 
Why is this so? Kant would answer that this is because unity is a 
principle of human reason as such, and further, because the cosmol 
ideas relate specifically to experience, which itself presents a lawful) 
Only by reaching a positive unity can we grasp the metaphysical. 
of the problem of the antinomies and thus the problem of freedom 
has been the goal of our discussions, which have not been conce 
provide a complete historical report of the Critique of Pure Reason. 

The negative character of Kant’s consideration of the antinomie: 
now be transformed into something positive. This means that the 
critique of the principle in its employment by common reason m 
way for a consideration of its correct form, i.e. such that the cosmo 
ideas, in their specific relatedness to the unity of experience, 
claim to a positive function within the total problem of the possib 
experience. 

Common reason misrecognizes the character of the principle by 
it to assert something about things-in-themselves. On the other hi 
became clear that what the principle demands is only the contin 
return from the givenness of the conditioned to the givenness of ἃ Οἱ 
tion, This, however, does not mean settling on something absoh 
unconditioned as given and givable. The principle says nothing con 
ing the essential structure and constitution of nature. It is not a col 
tive principle like the Analogies of Experience,’ but only gives a rule 
the knowledge of nature in accordance with the idea of completen 
It is only a regulative principle. In Kantian terminology: the princip 
does not anticipate or predetermine what the object is as such, but m 
postulates what must occur in the regression. Now the question arises 


"These also are only regulative. ‘They are not constitutive but they are $ 
genuine principles. ‘Not constitutive’ is ambiguous: 1. saying nothing at all about 
objects as such, 2. saying nothing about their what-content, rather something ab0 
their mode of presence 1. concerning wh 


. The analogies are constitutive in the second sense. 
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io the implications of this regulative validity (which is the only kind of 
validity’ possessed by the principle) for the positive resolution of the 
antinomies. This does not involve an ontical interpretation οἵ the total- 
ity, but an ontological postulate pertaining to the totality of experiential 
knowledge. A_ positive resolution of the inner antagonism of reason 
will have the task of disclosing the sense of the possible unity of the 
opposing elements. Therefore, the question concerns the possibility or 
otherwise of reason’s unification of natural necessity with the causality of 
freedom. 

What is the ultimate origin and motivation of this problem concerning 
the unity of nature and freedom? Is this problem basically determined by 
a purely speculative interest in the ultimate harmony of knowledge, or is 
there some other interest behind it? However, in posing the question of a 
possible positive resolution of the antagonism, we can no longer proceed 
from, or remain within, either of the two alternatives, i.e. that every 
effect within the world issues from either nature or freedom, With this 
either/or, every bridge towards unification is already broken, For the 
problem of the unification of nature and freedom to even be posed, we 
must entertain the possibility that one and the same world-event may be 
determined by both natural causality and the causality of freedom. But 
ἢ the same event is to proceed from two fundamentally different 
inds of causality, one and the same effect must be causally determinable 
in different relations. Thus the possibility of the unification of the two 
causalities in relation to one and the same effect depends on whether an 
effect can permit a double relation to causality, ie. on whether the effect 
can be understood in terms of both natural causality and the causality of 
freedom. 


if one 


b) The Displacement of the Problem of the Resolution of 
the Antinomies. 
‘The Question Concerning a Causation for Appearances Outside the 
Appearances and Conditions of Time. 
‘The Resolution of the Third Antinomy in Looking ‘Towards Man as 
Ethically Acting Pers 


\fier all this, we remark at once that the present problem must undergo a 
“isplacement in its factical implementation. This is because the simul- 


such that natural causality still retains the 
already demonstrated in its reality, i.e. as 


Necessarily belonging to the essential content of nature — which does not 


‘anecity of the two causalities 


“pper hand. Natural causality 
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mean, however, that a nature must necessarily actually exist. Sinee | 
validity of the principle of natural causality is incontrovertibly eg 
lished by Kant himself in the Analogies of Experience, the unificat 
natural causality with the causality of freedom cannot occur th 
compromising the closed causality of nature. Instead, the question” 
cerning the possibility of unification can only be about whether, 
the lawfulness of nature, ‘freedom can also occur’.'® We see that n 
causality and unity of the manifold of appearances, of the being-pr 
of that which is present, remains the decisive instance. So ultimat 
question concerning the unification of the two causalities is 
whether freedom can be ‘saved’ in the face of another causality y 
already immovably established.'” 

For Kant, therefore, the problem is whether effects (appearaner 
be seen in two different ways, such that this difference corresponds 
difference between two causes in their causation. In other words, do 
ances necessarily have causes which are appearances, or do appei 
exist which are related to causes that are not themselves appeara 
this is possible, then there are causes which in their causation are 
the sequence of appearances. However, since sequences of ap) 
are themselves causally determined, and indeed precisely in respe 
causation, through temporal succession, thus through a temporal 
the problem is as follows. Can an intra-temporal being, as well as ἢ 
intra-temporal causes, also have other causes, which themselves, δὲ 
their causation, are extra-temporal? 

Kant himself admits that, presented in this abstract way, the probl 
‘extremely subtle and obscure’, but adds that it will become clear 
course of its application’.'"* He means that the problem cannot be οἱ 
at a general ontological level, but only by reference to particular di 
of beings. What this shows is that the problem of the resolution @ 
causal antinomies steers toward a quite specific being. The question ὃ 
cerning the possible unification of natural causality with the causali 
freedom is to be discussed in relation to this particular being, whi 
none other than man as ethically acting person. It is important to no 
however, that Kant does not want to disprove the antagonism betw 
the two kinds of causality by appealing to the factically existing en! 
possessing the mode of being of man. On the contrary, he wants to pre 
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the possibility of a unification of the two causalities in a purely 
hypothet ical-constructive general ontological reflection, and then on this 
pasis t0 show the possibility of the unification of nature with freedom, 
hus the metaphysical possibility of man as a world-entity: 

Once again, it is all important to see the problems, the method and 
direction of questioning, and not just the content of the questions. ‘The 
approach and direction of the problem, and the field of its solution, are 
not formal and external to the content, but these alone determine 
whether the genuine substantiality in the content is philosophical. If one 
fails to see this, then Kant’s philosophy will be indistinguishable from the 
most commonplace discussions of freedom of the will. It is characteristic 
of all vulgar conceptions of philosophy to see only material for learning 
and knowing. 

We are now in a position to review — not in an empty and general 
manner, but on the basis of our concrete discussions — the specific 
character of Kant’s first way to freedom. What is to be demonstrated 
about freedom? Within which horizon does the discussion operate? 
What emerges from all this for the inner content of the problem of 
freedom? 

The first thing to be said here is that the existence and possibility of 
freedom is not to be proved or shown. Rather, the resolution of the anti- 
nomies is concerned only to demonstrate the possibility of the unification of 


Jreedom and nature. In this task, nature is taken as the authoritative 


instance: it is a matter of ‘saving’ freedom in relation to nature. This 
problem of resolution determines the genuine character and limits of the 
problem of freedom. For this reason we shall not hear anything sub- 
Stantively new in these discussions of Kant, but we must attend to the 
kind of problematic at work. In any case, since Kant undertakes the 
resolution of the antagonism with a view to man, we have the opportunity 
or more concretely grasping the essence of a causality of freedom, and 
for characterizing the causation of this kind of cause. ‘This means that 
Previously obtained concepts such as causation and action will receive a 
more precise determination. 

The importance of the resolution of precisely this Third Antinomy is 
‘ndicated by its more extensive treatment in Kant’s text, where the discus- 
“ton is divided into three sections. The first has a preparatory character, 
“nd is concerned at a quite general level with the antagonism in ‘the idea 
®Htotality in the derivation of cosmical events from their causes’! ‘The 
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next section is headed: ‘Possibility of causality through freed 


harmony with the universal law of natural necessity’.'"" 

Kant’s procedure is to begin by asking how a being must be if it ig 
simultaneously and unitarily determinable through natural causalit 
causality from freedom. How is the unity of causality to be concei 
this case? In particular, how is the causal character of freedom to be 
precisely defined? Kant goes on to give a construction for the resolutii 
the antinomies, and ction: ‘I have thought it, 
able to give this outline sketch of the solution of our transcende 
problem, so that we may be the better enabled to survey the course 
reason has to adopt in arriving at the solution’.'”’ Only now doe 
provide a concrete treatment of the same problem by way of an 
tion to man. ‘This does not involve appealing to man as the gror 
proof for his construction, Instead, the opposite is the case: the d 
of the problem in relation to man is simply an intui 
‘Thus Kant heads the final section: ‘Explanation of the cosmolog 
of freedom in its connection with universal natural necessity 
this reference to man signifies nothing more than an explanatot 
firmation does it become completely clear that the unity of natural 
ity and causality from freedom, as concretely-factually presented it 
is merely an instance of the universal cosmologically determined 
tion of both causalities. This means not only that freedom is posit 
concept of nature, but that the unity of the concrete human bein 
rational-sensory entity is metaphysically prescribed from the cosmo 
problematic. If we use the term ‘Existence’ |Existenz] to desi 


ys himself of this 


being of man in his totality and authenticity, then it emerges 
problem of man is drawn into the universal ontological problem. 
precisely, the metaphysical-ontological problem of Existence does not 
through, but is held back in the universal and self-evident ontological 
lematic of traditional metaphysics. Thus what is possibly not-nature i 
ontological constitution of human beings is also defined in the same 

as nature, i.e. through causality. That causality is thereby modified . 
not alter the fact that causality remains the fundamental ontologi 
characteristic. Kant’s critique is not and cannot be radical, for he does ® 
pose the question of being in a fundamental way. ‘This means that @ 
problem of freedom, however central for Kant, is unable to occupy 4 


crucial position within the problematic of metaphysics. 
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c) Empirical and Intelligible Character. 
‘The Intelligible Character as the Mode of Causation of Causality 
from Freedom. 
‘The Double Character of Appearance and the Possibility of Two 
Fundamentally Different Causalities in Relation to the Appearance 


as Effect 


We must now briefly present the course of Kant’s positive resolution of the 
Third Antinomy, which is, however, the genuine metaphysical resolution 
of the problem of freedom as a problem of world. In so doing, we pay 
particular attention to certain additional determinations relating to keane: 
ality as such. Let us recall the universal ontological concept of action:'” 
‘The relation of the subject of causality to the effect’. In general onto- 
means the object in relation to the subject. Now Kant 
In this context 


logical terms, thi 
says that ‘every efficient cause must have a character’.'"* 
‘character’ means law of causality, necessary rule of the ‘how’ of causation 
of the cause. The character governs the kind of connections between 
actions and thus also between effects. As the ‘how’ of causation the char- 
acter clearly determines the relation of the subject of causation to its 
effect, and this is precisely action. 

Now Kant distinguishes two characters, the empirical and the intelli- 
gible. It is of the utmost importance to understand the terminology 
here, especially so because this is by no means unambiguous and 
consistent. This is no accident. Let us begin with the first so-called 
‘empirical’ character — ἐμπειρία, experience. Something is empirical if 
it belongs to experience. For Kant, this means accessible through 
experience, whereby we must not forget that the foundation of finite 
The essence of experience 


Xperience is sensory intuition, sensibility. 
Consists in receptivity, in receiving acceptance. ‘To be noted here is that not 
every accepting intuiting is receiving. There is also an accepting which 
accepts what it gives itself, a self-giving accepting, i.e. pure intuition. 
When something is called ‘empirical’ it is conceived in relation to 
‘ts mode of knowability. The empirical character is that lawfulness of 
Causation which is empirically accessible in experience, as appearance. It is 


“Ausation in its ‘how’ as belonging to appearance, i.e. the causality of 
Nature. 
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The intelligible character — we can already guess — is the 
causation of causality from freedom. This is, to be sure, correct as 
content, but it does not amount to real understanding. Intelligibl, 
seemingly the counter-concept to empirical. But looked at more 
intelligible cannot at all be this counter-concept. ‘Empirical’ is prop 
ascribed to a way of knowing objects, whereas ‘intelligible’ applies t 
objects themselves. Accordingly, Kant says in his work De mundi s 
atque intelligibilis forma et principiis (1770) § 3: ‘Objectum sensualitg 
sensibile; quod autem nihil continet, nisi per intelligentiam 
dum, est intelligibile. Prius scholis veterum Phaenomenon, 
Noumenon audiebat’ (‘The object of sensibility is the sensible; that 
contains nothing save what must be known through intelligence, 
intelligible. The former was called, in the schools of the 
phenomenon; the latter, noumenon.)"” 

From this two points are clear. First, since intelligibility per 
objects, to say that something is intelligible means that it belongs 
particular domain of objects. ‘To be sure, these objects are chara 
through their mode of becoming-known: intelligentia, intellect 
way in which intelligible objects are known is purely intel 
Secondly, the counter-concept to intelligible is not ‘empirical’ but 
‘sensible’. Now it is important to note that Kant refers to the empir 
the sensible and vice versa. Likewise, he refers to the intellectual 8 
intelligible and vice versa, as e.g. in our passage from the Critique ΟἹ 
Reason where he speaks of intelligible causality as intellectual. 

‘The distinction between empirical and intelligible operates a 
different levels. The first pertains to the way in which obj 
apprehended, the second to the object itself, albeit in respect 
possible knowability. But there is another, purely substantive re 
Kant’s displeasing terminology, connected with the way he resol 
overarching problem of the two causalities and their unity. When 
deliberately plays on the ambiguity of the expressions ‘intelligible’ 8 
‘intellectual’, this is not to obscure anything but to bring out the p 
knotting together of contextures. He does not himself unravel these kn 
because he does not see any possibility of doing so. ‘The conscious ambit 
ity in Kant’s employment of ‘intelligible’ and ‘intellectual’ in relation 
the causality of freedom is due to the circumstance that this kind 
causation is not accessible exclusively to pure intelligence independe 
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af sense, but is itself, in its mode of being (intelligence), something 
intellectual, something which has the character of understanding: 
aVhatever in an object of the senses is not itself appearance, | entitle 
jntelligible’."” ‘Objects, insofar as they can be represented merely by the 
ynderstanding, and to which none of our sensible intuitions can refer, are 
termed “intelligible”, But as some possible intuition must correspond 
to every object, we would have to think an understanding that intuits 
things immediately; but of such we have not the least οἷ 
jeings of the understanding to which it should be applied.” The intelli- 
ible character is therefore the mode of causation of a cause which can be 
understood (if at all) only through the understanding, independently of 


neept, nor of 


sensibility. 

What leads Kant to this distinction between the empirical and intelli- 
gible is precisely the general problem of a possible unification of the two 
causalities. Such unification requires that one and the same effect, at one 
and the same time, is causally determined in different respects. Is such an 
effect at all possible? The giving of an effect is always something which 
itself in experience, as appearance. So the problem is whether an 
appearance can stand in two fundamentally different relations. As existing 
in time, every appearance stands in an obvious relation to other appear- 
ances which precede and follow it in time. Yet this is not the only possible 
he appearance, that 


kind of relation which can apply to appearances. 
which appears, is the being itself. To be sure, but thi 
the being shows itself for human knowledge. What it is in itself, for 
absolute knowledge, remains unknown to us. However, already in this not- 
ntend and think something we do not know: not the appear- 
ance, but the unknown X, the transcendental object which must underlie 
ances. Of this X, then, we say that ‘it’ appears, albeit not as it is 
While the object X is utterly empty, it is still, in its emptiness, 
Not sensible but intelligible. It is negatively intelligible and unknown in 
any further aspect. The X is the intelligible object. It is what is intelligible 
about the object (this in a universal ontological sense). But the X is not in 
‘self a separate object of knowledge. Thus Kant says: ‘So there is nothing 
'© prevent us from ascribing to this transcendental object, besides the 


is so only insofar as 


knowing w 


the appe: 


in itself.' 


ality in terms of which it appears, a causality which is not appearance, 
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although its effect is to be met with in appearance’.'”” But what ἢ 
appearance is intelligible. In accordance with this double relatio 
appearance as such, it can stand in relation to other appearances, ¢ εὖ 
the effect of appearances, and at the same time be related to 
causes. 

From the essence of appearance there is deduced the possibility @ 
double relation, and thus the possibility of the applicability of two fi 
mentally different causalities to one and the same event as effe 
essential double character of every appearance, such that not οἱ 
connected with other appearances but is also the appearance of som 
which appears (X), involves the fundamental possibility of a relat 
both the empirical and the non-empirical. These two fundamental] 
ferent relations as such provide the possibility for two fun 
different relations of causation in the sense of the empirical and j 
gible characters. The possibility of the unification of both ca 
thus proven in principle. ‘To be sure, the appeal to human 
remains invalidated. 


d) The Causality of Reason. 

Freedom as Intelligible Causality: ‘Transcendental Idea of a 

Unconditioned Causality. 

‘The Application of the Universal Ontological (Cosmological) Prol 
to Man as World-Entity 

Before Kant brings this result to bear on the human being, he att 

still at a quite general level, to more precisely exhibit the s 

contexture of the unity of both causalities. ες Cleatly, the relatedness ὁ 


cisely by its extra-temporal character. On the other hand, the intel 
must have a relationship to the empirical, for they come together 
one effect. Must the causation of the cause (which cause is itself appé 
ance, i.e. empirical) therefore in turn be appearance, or is it impossib 
this causation to itself be the effect of an intelligible causality? In 
case the causation of the empirical cause would be determined im 
ction by something intelligible. We are already aware of the ambigt# 
of the expression. The intelligible itself possesses the character of 
understanding, and the intelligible ground determines ‘thought 
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action in the pure understanding’. “Tn brief, just as an appearance 
always remains related to something (X) that never appears, so the intelli- 
gible can be the non-appearing transcendental cause of the empirical and 
thus be the cause of one and the same appearance as effect. What appears 
can also be determined by what does not appear, i.e. by what the appear- 
ing is an appearance of. From the perspective of appearance, however, 
the intelligible cause begins from and of itself, thus making possible an 
originary action.'’' In one of the extant ‘Reflections’, Kant says that the 
two kinds of causality are ‘present in all beings, but only in will do we 
notice the second’.'” ‘On the other hand we cannot attribute any causality 
to the intelligibility of the body, for its appearances do not testify to 
any intelligence; thus we cannot ascribe any freedom to its substrato 
intelligibili, and we do not know it through any predicate.” 

We can conclude two things from these remarks. First, that the distinc- 
tion between the two causalities functions at a universal ontological level 
and applies to all beings. Not only humans or angels are ‘intelligences’, 
but so is every being whatever, i.e. insofar as it can be related to absolute 
knowledge (pure intelligence). Material things too are intelligent, a 
cireumstance that has nothing to do with spirits or goblins, the representa- 
tions of which are precisely perceptual, only falsely absolutized as objects 
of absolute knowledge. Yet the only intelligences we can notice are those 
of the will, ie. those intelligences that we ourselves are. This means 
that, in regard to our own self, there is the possibility of ‘noticing’ our 
being-in-itself in a formally ‘absolute’ sense. 

It would be a very superficial way of thinking to conclude that, since 
knowledge of things-in-themselves pertains to absolute as opposed to 
merely finite knowledge, we ourselves are infinite beings. Instead, it is 
necessary to hold fast to the primary sense of absolute knowing as the 
knowing which actually produces its object rather than encountering it 
ready made. In a certain sense, we ourselves create our action and factical 


being. But this is not absolutely so, for we do not give ourselves our there- 
being ὃ 


Da-sein\ through our own decision, but always encounter it as ἃ 
fact, i.e. we are at the same time appearances to ourselves. As beings we 

Still, 
am’ in 


“re conditioned, which does not at all fit with the essence of infinit 
‘Us this knowledge of one’s own willing as an ‘I will’, and of the ‘I 
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this ‘I will’, that moves Kant to speak hei 
does not appear but rather forms itself. 


of knowing something 


‘These considerations have led us into the region where Kant 
his general metaphysical reflections. We should remember, howe 
Kant has had this region all the while in view. For man is not, 
human beings, just an arbitrary world-entity among others, but i 
cisely what is pre-given for us to be. But, following Kant, we m 
attempt to define this being quite generally as a world-entity, 
cosmological rather than moral terms. ‘This means taking man just 
possible kind of present being and obtaining fundamental knowles 
man at this level of reflection, After analysing the universal 
dental cosmological construction of the possibility of the unity of 
and freedom, Kant says: ‘Let us apply this [this aforementioned 
mental knowledge] to experience. Man is one of the appearances 
sensible world’.'' As appearance man must have an empirical 
‘like all other things in nature’.'”’ Since all natural things are app 
they are always determined by appearances. In so far as appeal 
show themselves only in and for sensibility, the occurrence of 
things is conditioned by sense. Also in the case of ‘lifeless or 
animal nature we find no ground for thinking that any faculty 
ditioned otherwise than in a merely sensible manner. Man, how 
knows all the rest of nature through the senses, knows hi 
7" Man is a special kind of nat 


through pure apperception’, 
by virtue of the fact that he knows himself. More precisely, it i 
self-knowledge as such, not self-consciousness in the formal se 
distinguishes man, but his particular kind of self-knowledge ‘ 
pure apperception’. ‘Pure’ here does not indicate any deficiency or 
tion but something positive and superior, i.e. as opposed to ‘emp 
apperception’, 

What does Kant mean with this? The concept of apperception pl 
major role in the Critique of Pure Reason, and it is tempting to ἃ 
it through the context of its treatment there. We remark at once, 
ever, that the interpretation of this concept, especially in 
Kantianism, is hopelessly confused. This could not have occurred if 


crucial significance of our passage had been recognized. Although 
does not here discuss the meaning and function of apperception for 4 
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founding of a universal metaphysics, he gives the crucial and most 
universal description of its essence. ‘Pure apperception’ means ‘actions 
and inner determinations which [man] cannot regard as impre: 
the senses.” Pure apperception as action involves a causality, a deter- 
mining letting-follow such that what gets determined is not just 
received and accepted but originates from itself. Pure apperception then 
means giving oneself to oneself, and indeed ‘simply’ in existence {im 
Dasein|.* not in what I am in myself [nicht in dem, was ich an sich 
pin. | cannot know myself in what I am, but I can know that | am, i.e. 
I can know my existence absolutely in its ‘that’. This is because I always 
already form, in all thinking and determining, the ‘I’-being as the ‘I 
think’. I am absolutely given to myself only in the act of this determin- 
ing, and never prior to this as something present which determines. 
The interpretation and conception of the ‘I’ depends on the essence of 
‘Lness’ [ Ichheit]. 

Pure apperception is an action which is non-receptive, i.e. it involves a 
different relation between cause and effect. It is a determination from 
itself rather than from something else. Such a non-empirical and non- 
receptive intelligible faculty is reason. But this means that reason is itself a 
kind of causality. 

In what way then does it become evident that reason has a causality? In 
these actions of the ‘I think’ which we ourselves enact (in this kind of 
effecting), we provide rules for the ‘acting forces’. ‘This provision of rules 
isa kind of determining. What we stipulate for our action has in each case 
an ‘ought’ character. ‘“Ought” expresses a kind of necessity and of con- 
nection with grounds which is found nowhere else in the whole of 
nature." Connection with grounds means a relation determined by a 
ground as such, a grounding, defining, causing in the broad sense. Insofar 
ἊΣ reason is determined through the ought, ‘it frames for itself with 
Perfect spontaneity an order of its own according to ideas’,'"’ i.e. opposed 
‘© the order of the lawfulness of appearances. ‘The ought cannot itself 
όσα, but is given as such for reason, i.e. represented as universally deter- 


sions of 


Mining. ‘To represent something ‘universally’ means to represent it in 
“oncepts, What is universally represented, the ought as rule, is a concept. 
Thus the ground of the determination of action is the concept: “The 
“ought” expresses a possible action the ground of which cannot be 
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world of sense (as he really is also) and submits his causality to 


anything but a mere concept; whereas in the case of a merely nay 
ΜῊ 


action the ground must always be an appearance’."*' 

The essence of the causality of reason has thus been clarified. Its 
is an effecting, as determined by a prior representation of what is to t 
place, and as intrinsically related to willing. In the mode of 
enactment, such ought-governed action belongs within the ord 
appearances. Where, as with man, action occurs in unity with n 
‘al as well as an intelligible chara 


the ΠΣ : 
external determination according to natural laws. 


We have arrived at the goal of the first way to freedom. What have we 
jearnt from our reflections? Freedom is a non-empirical (intelligible) kind 
of causality. As a causality of reason, freedom can come into unity with 
the causality of nature. With this conception of the result we remain within 
the limits of a purely cosmological consideration of beings wherein man, 
the being whom we know to be free, is just one being among others and as 
such has no priority over other beings. Indeed, man does not even provide 
the primary and crucial motive for the problem of freedom, which arises 
from the thematic task of a knowledge of the totality of appearances 
(world), as the transcendental idea of unconditioned causality. We now 
come to Kant’s second way to freedom. 


reason possesses an em 
empirical character is ‘only the sensible schema’ of the intelligibl 
acter, In regard to the latter there is no before and after. ‘Reason is pr 
in all the actions of men at all times and under all circumstances, 
always the same; but it is not itself in time, and does not fall into a 
state in which it was not before. In respect to new states, it is detey 
not determinable.” ‘Reason is the abiding condition of all those 
of the will under [the guise of which] man appears.” ‘Rea: 
causality is not subject to any conditions of appearance or of ti 
Since appearances are not things-in-themselves, neither are they cau 
themselves. Only reason is a ‘cause in itself’, pure causality so to: 
‘The elucidation of the universal metaphysical construction of the p 
unity of nature and freedom shows that there is indeed a world-el 
which this unity factically exists, i.e. in man as a rational living b 

Kant is concerned merely with the metaphysical possibility of 
of natural causality and the causality of freedom. What does ἡ 
mean here? It means thinkability. But how is something shown 
thinkable? By being thought without contradiction? ‘To be sure, but 
logical thinkability, mere freedom from contradictions, is not an adeq 
criterion for metaphysical possibility. The essential universal metap 
ground of the possibility of the unity of the two causalities lies 
fact that appearances are determinable as both intelligible and sensib 
respect of the particular appearance (world-entity) which is man, Ἐ 
means: ‘Man, who in this way regards himself as intelligence, puts Β 
self in a different order of things and in a relationship to determin 
grounds of an altogether different kind when he thinks of himself 51 
intelligence with a will and thus as endowed with causality, comp 
with that other order of things and that other set of determining g 
which become relevant when he perceives himself as a phenomenot 
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CHAPTER TWO 


The Second Way to Freedom in the Kantian Syste 
Practical Freedom as Specific to Man 
as a Rational Being 


y, this is something extet 


In thus going over to Kant’s second way 
give the impression that the two ways run independently alongsi 
other and that we are now jumping in unmediated fashion from 
to the second. In a certain sense this is so and in another sense 
precisely the direction of the first way not only makes it clear 
idea of freedom arises in the course of reason’s inner dissensis 
thinking of the world, but also allows us to see — albeit from 
restricted perspective — a freedom which is quite differently situat 
impossible to reach from the first way itself. This is the freedom 
To be sure, we emphasized that from the perspective of the 
human freedom is just one case of cosmological freedom. But the αὶ 
remains as to whether this is the only possible way of seeing fr 
whether another perspective is possible, indeed necessary. If this is 
the second way turns out to be imperative. But further, if there is a 
way to freedom, and to the freedom of man as such, and if man rei 
particular being within the world, then what the first way to 
ablishes also holds for the second. In fact, Kant himself explicitly 
tains that the content of the cosmological problem of freedom is just 
is genuinely problematical in the problem of freedom. It is thus clear’ 
although the second way must be considered in its own terms, the 
of the first way are not irrelevant to it. The second way is consid 
shorter, which does not mean that the problems posed therein are 


easier to master. 
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526. The Essence of Man as a Being of Sense and Reason. 
The Distinction Between Transcendental and Practical Freedom 


a) The Essence of Man (Humanity) as Person (Personality). 
Personality and Self-Responsibility 


‘The second way aims at freedom not as a possible kind of causality in the 
world but as the specific characteristic of man as a rational being. Insofar 
as man, as belonging to the world, falls under the idea of freedom dis- 
covered along the first way, the freedom of man is also already noticed 
there, but it is not made thematic as a specific characteristic. For that to 
occur, man must be considered otherwise than in the cosmological discus- 
sion, i.e. man must be considered precisely in respect of what dis- 
tinguishes him. Now what is distinctive to man is his personality. Kant 
employs this expression in a definite terminological meaning. We say, for 
example, that at a social gathering various ‘personalities’ were present, 
meaning people who ‘are something’, or of whom it is in any case said 
that they ‘are somebody’. Kant does not use the word in this sense, indeed 
he does not use it in the plural at all. For Kant, the personality is that 
which constitutes the essence of the person as person, the being a person. 
This essence can be referred to only in the singular. In corresponding 
fashion, animality refers to what is specific to animals, and humanity 
refers to what is specific to human beings rather than to all humans taken 
collectively, 

In what does the personality of a person consist? We can understand 
this if we consider the personality as distinct from the humanity and 
animality of man.' All these elements go together to define the full 
essence of man. ‘To be sure, the traditional definition of man recognizes 
only two elements: homo animale rationale, man as the animal endowed 
wath reason. It is thus animality which characterizes man as a living 
being. Reason is the second moment, but this does not make up the 


ontent of what Kant calls humanity. It is, rather, humanity that charac- 
teriz 


ained in the concept of humanity. In a certain sense, Kant’s under- 

st Paes bed ἔν 3 
“nding of humanity is given by the traditional definition. But humanity 

in bea ee. 
‘ this specific sense does not exhaust the essence of man, which is 


Ct. Kant, Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone, translated by ‘Theodore M. 
ΑἹ ie and Hoyt H. Hudson, Harper and Row, New York, 1934, Book One, Section II 
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realized and genuinely defined only in personality. ‘This makes man 
just a rational being but a being capable of accountability. Such a bey 
must be capable of self-responsibility. The essence of person, the pers 
ity, consists in self-responsibility. Kant expressly emphasizes that ἢ 
definition of man as rational animal does not suffice, for a being ¢g 
rational without being capable of acting on behalf of itself, of Ὁ 
practical for itself. Reason could be purely theoretical, such that n 
actions were guided by reason, but with his impulses stemming 
from sensibility, i.e. from animality. ‘The essence of man, if this: 
exhaustively defined by his humanity, consists precisely in his 
beyond himself, as person, in personality. ‘Thus Kant defines ‘pe 
as ‘that which elevates man above himself as part of the world of sei 
‘The essence of man consists of more than just his humanity as the 1 
of reason and sensibility. Genuine being-human, the essence of hi 
itself, resides in the person. So Kant also employs the expression ‘ 
ity’ as the formal term for the total and proper essence of man, 
of the ‘humanity in his person’. 

If we understand man not as a sensory world 
but rather in his personality, what we have in view is a self-res 
being. Self-responsibility is the fundamental kind of being detern 
distinctively human action, i.e. ethical praxis. How do we encot 
freedom here, when we take man according to his being a pe 


personality? 


b) The ‘Two Ways to Freedom and the Distinction between 
‘Transcendental and Practical Freedom. 
Possibility and Actuality of Freedom 


Just as was the case in regard to Kant’s first way to freedom, an 
standing of his second way depends on paying close attention 
nature of the problematic and not just to the enunciated 
We would fall into the latter error were we to content ourselves 
establishing that the first way treats freedom in the context of the tot 
of nature, thus as a concept of theoretical philosophy, while the 
way treats freedom as a concept of practical philosophy, viewing 
human being as a responsible autonomous acting practical nature, 1: 


person. 


* Critique of Practical Reason, p. 193 (V, 86). 
᾿ Critique of Practical Reason, p. 194 (V, 88). 
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In the first way, the concept of freedom arises in connection with the 
question as to how the totality of appearances can itself be determined. 
such a question is ‘transcendental’ in Kant’s sense, i.e. it is directed to the 
conditions of the possibility of knowing objects as such. Thus the concept 
of freedom in Kant’s first way is the concept of transcendental freedom. 
On the other hand, the concept of freedom in his second way, the concept 
oriented to ethical praxis, is what Kant calls ‘practical freedom’. Miter all 
our discussions, we understand these distinctions and expressions in a 
more definite and lively manner than was possible at the beginning of the 
lecture course, where we introduced Kant’s two concepts of freedom 
merely through examples. But we still do not understand what is specific 
to Kant’s second way, i.e. we still do not understand the problematic which 
lies hidden under the heading ‘practical freedom’. As long as we are 
lacking in this understanding, we shall also be unable to grasp the prob- 
lematic of the first way. This is so in spite of the fact that the first way 
appears to be independent of the second, but apparently not vice versa. 
Kant himself emphasizes in the Foundations of the Metaphysics of 
Morals that ‘speculative philosophy’ (i.e. the treatment of the problem of 
the Antinomies) ‘clears the way for practical philosophy’.* 

How are we to obtain a better understanding of the specific problem- 
atic of the second way? Can the first way give us a guideline here, assum- 
ing that we keep in view not just the results of the first way but also and 
primarily its problematic? The first way asked after freedom by inquiring 
into the possibility of its unity with the causality of nature. So there it is a 
question merely of the possibility of freedom, not of actual freedom or of 
the freedom which actually exists in man. Accordingly, the problem of the 
second way will be to discuss and demonstrate actually existing freedom 
as the freedom of the ethically acting human being. The first way treats 
the possible freedom of a present being in general, the second treats the 


actual freedom of a specific present being, i.e. of the human being as 
person. 


Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, p. 111 (IV, 457). 
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5.27 The Actuality of Human (Practical) Freedom 


a) Freedom as Fact. 

The Factuality (Actuality) of Practical Freedom in Ethical Praxis a 
Problem of Its ‘Experience’. 

‘The Practical Reality of Freedom 


How can the actual freedom of the person become a problem? ¥ 
something actual becomes as such a problem, i.e. becomes questi 
what has to be decided is whether it is actual or not. In the end, 
question can only be settled if the actuality in question is exhibi 
made accessible. It is a matter, therefore, of exhibiting freedom as a 
in human beings. Formally speaking, this is the same kind of t 
showing that human beings eat meat. To be sure, not all humans 
meat; there are some exceptions. It is the same in the case of fre 
for it often happens that people who could act freely do not do so 
e.g. because of some mental state that renders them unaccounta 
their actions. It is only in and from experience that we can decide 
the actual practical freedom of human beings. Accordingly, the οἱ 
of practical freedom is an ‘empirical concept’. But Kant denie 
‘This [practical] freedom is not an empirical concept. ” ‘We coi 
prove freedom to be actual in ourselves and in human nature.” 
freedom cannot be proved ‘as something actual’. ‘This means, then 
the actuality of practical freedom is not a problem; as with cosmo 
freedom we can inquire only into its possibility. But its possi 
precisely been decided by the first way to freedom. Since this fi 
shows that the freedom of a world-entity is possible in na\ 
possibility of the freedom of the person in the context of the 
nature of man is also demonstrated. It is impossible to demon 
practical freedom as something actual; to demonstrate the possibi 
practical freedom is unnecessary. The second way to freedom thus 
all point and sense. But if there is indeed a second way to fre 
where Kant treats of a practical freedom unconsidered in the first 
the question arises as to the sense in which practical freedom at 


becomes a problem. 
We are surrounded by great difficulties. What appears, as long 85 
merely read off results and establish opinions, to be a smooth and obvi 


Foundations, pp. 110-11 (IV, 455). 
” Foundations, pp. 103-4 (IV, 448). 
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distinction between cosmological and practical freedom, proves thoroughly 
dubious as soon as we remember that philosophizing is here going on. Not 
only do we not know how the actual freedom of man is to be determined, 
we do not even know how to inquire into this. Only one negative point is 
initially clear, namely that practical freedom, according to Kant’s own 
unambiguous statement, is not an empirical concept. However, this state- 
ment runs up against Kant’s contrary claim, in the Critique of Judgement, 
that practical freedom is a ‘fact’.’ ‘To be sure, the latter statement comes 
five years (1790) after the first (1785). Freedom as a fact, thus as 
experienceable, and practical freedom as not an empirical concept. Can 
these be reconciled? 

‘The easiest solution in such cases is to say that the philosopher has 
changed his standpoint. Such things do happen, and Kant’s philosophy is 
rich in ‘overturnings’. These, however, cannot be comprehended by the 
disastrous method of the common understanding which wants to hold up 
different results against each other. By contrast, a genuine and sub- 
stantively necessary overturning is always a sign of inner continuity and 
thus can be grasped only from the whole problematic. When confronted 
by opposing statements we must always exert ourselves to understand the 
underlying problem. It will then emerge that no change of standpoint in 


fact occurs. 

We want to define the problem of practical freedom by answering the 
question of whether Kant’s conflicting statements concerning practical 
freedom can be reconciled. ‘That is, we want to indicate how the actual 


Sreedom of man — as distinct from the possibility of a world-entity’s 


freedom in general — can be interrogated. 

_ Freedom is not an empirical concept of experience, yet freedom 
isa fact. What is a fact? Kant distinguishes three kinds of ‘knowable 
things’: ‘matters of opinion’, ‘matters of fact’, ‘matters of faith’." Res facti 


(facts) are ‘objects for concepts whose objective reality [among present 
objects} 


. can be proved’.’ If we can demonstrate what we represent as 
occurring among present objects, i.e. as belonging to the being-present 
of objects, then it (e.g. a house) is a fact. Its reality is objective. What is 
real in a representation is its what-content. Demonstrating that some- 
thing belongs among the objects that can be encountered as present 
‘volves presenting in an intuition what was initially just conceptually 


Critique of Judgement, § 91, p. 362 (Ν, 469). 
Critique of Judgement, § 91, p. 360 (V, 467). 
Critique of Judgement, Son, p. 361 (V, 468). 
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represented: the presentation of the universal ¢hought in an imn 
representing of a corresponding present individual thing. 

The kind of intuitive presentation most familiar to us is exper 
whether one’s own or as mediated by others. But intuitive present 
can also occur through pure reason, and indeed ‘from the theoreti 
practical data of the same’."” In any case, the proof of the objecti 
of the real must always be intuitive presentation, i.e. bringing som 
to givenness. There are different ways of giving. Here Kant ma 
that there are data of both theoretical and practical reason. Earlier, 
our preparation for the problem of the Antinomies, we heard of pe 
representations, the ideas, which conceive of a totality and of 
tionedness beyond anything experienceable. In principle, therefo 
idea cannot be intuitively presented. Experience always gives too 
But freedom is an idea: by freedom we understand unconditioned οὶ 
ity. Now Kant says: ‘It is very remarkable, however, that even an 
reason is to be found among the matters of fact: the idea of. 
So this thesis claims that what we represent conceptually under fi 
can be presented in a corresponding intuition. Clearly, ¢his intuit 
what is thought in the idea of freedom cannot be experience. 
belongs to the essence of an idea to go beyond all experience, 
be intuitively presentable in experience. But Kant explicitly sa 
there are intuitive presentations other than those of experience. 
do not exist only in the domain of the experience of present n 
things. Freedom can very well be a fact without being an e 
concept. ‘The two assertions, that freedom is a fact, and that freed 
not an empirical concept, are by no means inconsistent with 
another. However, it still remains unclear how this non-experiel 
demonstrable factuality (actuality) of freedom is to be under 
especially since Kant says that the idea of freedom is exhibite 
experience. ‘To the new concept of factuality there corresponds a 
concept of experience. . 

One could give the whole problem a twist that would lead to a simp! 
solution. One could point out that Kant does not say that freedom is a fa@ 
but rather that ‘the idea of freedom’ is a fact. This means that it is a 
that we have the idea of freedom, that in our representing, as a context™ 
of occurrences of mental acts, there also occurs the act of representi 
freedom. This representing is a fact which says nothing about 


" Critique of Judgement, 


91, p. 362 (V, 469). 
" Critique of Judgement,‘ 


91, p. 362 (V, 469). 
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actuality of what is represented. The representing and thinking of prac- 
‘eal freedom can always be exhibited through psychological experience. 
However, such an interpretation of Kant would be quite erroneous. Kant 
does indeed say that the idea of freedom is a fact, but this means prec isely 
that what is conceptually represented (objectively intended) in this idea 
can be intuitively presented as actual. Kant explicitly says of the idea of 
freedom: ‘Among all the ideas of pure reason this is the only one ᾿ὐθθβε 
object is a matter of fact, and must be included among the scibilia’.' 

‘The problem of actual freedom is thus to demonstrate its actuality. But 
this is something different to pointing out, from experience, some actual 
case of being-free. It means demonstrating the kind of actuality of free- 
dom and its mode of intuitive validation. Freedom is a fact, i.e. the, » factual- 
ity of this fact is precisely the crucial problem. When Kant says that ἡ we 
could not prove freedom to be actual in ourselves and in human nature’,! 
this means only that freedom cannot be experienced in the manner of a 
natural thing. The reality of a natural thing is in every case objective, i.e. 
its what-content can be found in the actual objects of spatio-temporal 
experience. If freedom is not like this, yet is still factual, the reality of 
freedom must be capable of intuitive presentation in a mode other than 
that applicable for natural things. The reality of freedom requires another 
kind of actuality than that exhibited by natural objects, i.e. the reality of 
freedom is not an objective reality. Alternatively, if one conceives actuality 
(as Kant does here) as objective actuality, one could say that the objectivity 
of freedom differs from the objectivity of natural things. The factuality 
corresponding to the idea of freedom is that of praxis. We experience the 
reality of freedom in practical will-governed action. Freedom possesses 
practical reality, i.e. its objective reality is practical in respect of its object- 
ivity. We can now understand Kant’s statement that ‘among the matters of 
fact’ there is also ‘the idea of freedom, whose reality, as a specific kind of 
causality ... can be established in actual actions, hence in experience, 
through practical laws of pure reason’.'' Here we have at the same time 
an indication of the direction in which the problem of actual freedom, 
that is, of the actuality of freedom, is to be sought. The reality of the idea 
of freedom, what is represented in the concept of the essence of freedom, 
Can be exhibited as actual ‘through practical laws of pure reason’. 

© summarize. ‘The second way poses the problem of actual freedom, 


Critique of Judgement, § 91, p. 362 (V, 469). 
Foundations, pp. 105. 4 (IV, +48). 
Critique of Judgement, § 91, p. 362 (V, 469). 
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ie, the question concerning the actuality of freedom. Answering 
question involves determining the mode of possible knowledge of 
freedom: the problem of the specific essence of the ‘experience’ of, 
in will-governed action. The first way inquires into the possibility 
unity between freedom and nature; the second way inquires into ff 
dom’s kind of actuality, i.e. in Kant’s terms, into the way in which 
idea of freedom can be demonstrated as actual in its reality. It can 
demonstrated through the practical laws of pure reason, so its τὶ 
practical. In its essential content, freedom belongs in the actuality ὁ 
practical. To demonstrate the reality of freedom means finding gro 
prove ‘that freedom does in fact belong to the human will (and thus to 
will of all rational beings)’.° Once again, this sounds as if freedom οἱ 
demonstrated empirically as something present. After what has b 
however, we can see that the problem concerns the way in whi 
actuality (factuality) of freedom is to be understood. Clearly, this αι 
needs to be answered before actually existing freedom can itself beeo 
problem. If we can succeed in showing how the factuality of freedom 
be understood, this will give a preliminary indication of the natu 
that ‘experience’ which makes actual freedom accessible as such. 

Practical action is the way of being of the person. Experience 
practical freedom is experience of the person as person. Personality is 
proper essence of man. Experience of the person is at the same t 
the essential experience of man, the mode of knowing which reve: 
in his proper actuality. ‘To be sure, Kant does not speak of the ‘experi 
of the person as such. Yet while Kant reserves the term ‘experienc 
the disclosure of natural things, the former way of speaking is 
consonant with his general problematic. Since Kant did not 
any further, the problem of the factuality of freedom has become 
rounded by difficulties and misunderstandings. ‘These have in no ¥ 
been overcome today, indeed they have not even been squarely f 
‘The philosophy of value in particular represents a total distortion of 
genuinely Kantian problem. 


b) The Essence of Pure Reason as Practical. 
Pure Practical Reason as Pure Will 


sis concerning the actuality of freedom runs as follows: 
objective reality of freedom can be demonstrated only through pracué 


” Critique of Practical Reason, p. 129 (V, 16). 
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Jaws of pure reason. This thesis lays down the genuine task of the second 
way and also the specific problematic. The factuality of freedom can be 
demonstrated only from and in the factuality of the practical lawfulness 
of pure reason. In brief, the fact of freedom is accessible only in the 
understanding of the facticity of freedom. ‘The facticity of freedom can 
be demonstrated and clarified only from the facticity of pure reason as 
practical. So the question becomes: what is the essence of pure reason 
as practical Further, what kind of factuality belongs to the essence of pure 
practical reason? The essence of something is what prescribes its mode 
of factuality (actuality). 


In moving from the first to the second way, we said that the latter aims 
at the freedom of man as ἃ rational being. But what is distinctive to man is 
his personality, the essence of which is self-responsibility. The authentic 
essence of the humanity of man, thus also the essence of pure reason as 
practical, must be understood from self-responsibility. We have already 
quoted Kant’s thesis and the task contained therein: to demonstrate the 
objective reality of freedom solely through the practical laws of pure 
reason. We are now asking: what is the essence of pure reason as practical? 
This involves the general question of the nature of practical reason as 
such, What do ‘practical’ and ‘praxis’ mean? Praxis means action. But we 
know that action as such is the relation of a subject of causality to the 
effect. Praxis is the particular kind of action made possible by a will, i.e. 
such that the relation of the subject of the causation, the determining 
instance, to the effect, occurs through will. The will is ‘a power to act 
according to concepts’. A concept is the representation of something, 
being able and willing to act according to what is thus represented. For 
example, the determining instance may be the representation of the 


scientific education of man. What is represented in this representation can 
determine an action. An effect that is determined in this way is will- 
foverned, i.e. praxis. According to Kant’s way of speaking, an action can 
also be caused by a machine, but since the machine and its parts do not act 
through willing, there is in this case no effecting through concepts. 

Will is the power of acting in the sense of praxis. However, to will there 
belongs this determining representation of something. Conceptual repre- 
“eiling is a matter of the understanding. Insofar as what is represented 


[ 
““ictions as determining instance. principle, representing involves the 


‘pacity for relating to principles, i.e. reason. Will and reason belong 


‘gether as a representing that determines an effect within praxis. Will is 


no, ‘1 Gs ai 
thing other than practical reason and vice versa. Practical reason is will, 


ive - ν : 
πα capacity to effect according to the representation of something as 
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principle. Kant often speaks of ‘practical reason’ or of ‘the will 9 
rational being’.'” Reason is practical as ‘a cause determining the y 
Will is ‘causality through reason’,"* i.e. reason in its practical emplo 
practical reason. So ‘practical knowledge’ has to do exclusively with 
determining ground of the will’."” 

We are inquiring into the essence of pure practical reason. 
speak of practical reason we are not considering reason in its relatio 
objects; instead, we have to do with a will. We are considering reason 
relation to the ‘will and its causality’,” i.e. we are asking about how 
determines the will. But what does it mean to say that pure reaso 
practical? Pure reason is a representing of something. What is repre: 
in pure reason does not derive from experience and is not directed 
experience. If I represent to myself human beings possessing a 8} 
kind of education, and if what I thus represent determines my 
then this action is will-governed, practical, but not through pure 
For here the determining instance, this representation of a sp ci 
of education, is obtained through experience of actually present h 
beings with definite characteristics. What determines the will 
experienceable beings that are to be brought forth. The will 
determined ἃ priori independently of experience, i.e. it is not pu 
determined will. 

When is a will determined a priori? When is practical reason p 
as pure reason? When it is not determined by that which is to be eff 
nor by the representation of such, but by ... by what then? Is 
anything that could determine the will other than the representat 
desired effect? What is brought about by the will is always some 
actual and empirical. ‘The will is ‘a faculty ... either of bringing 
objects corresponding to representations, or of determining itself, 
causality to effect such objects’.”! Will is the capacity to determine 0 
causality, to determine oneself in one’s causation. In what way dete 
Either through something represented that is to be brought 
(effected), or otherwise what? What other possibilities of determinal 
does the will possess? Now if will can determine its own causation, it 
the possibility of determining itself in its causation through itself. V 


τ Foundations, p. 103 (IV, 448). 
17 Foundations, p. 114 note (IV, 460). 
'* Foundations, p. 115 (IV, 461). 
" Critique of Practical Reason, p. 146 (V, 55). 
” Critique of Practical Reason, p. 143 (N, 32). 
Δ Critique of Practical Reason, p. 128 (N, 15). 
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does this mean? As the capacity to bring about something corresponding 
to representations, the will is itself representing the possible determining 
ground for its willing. Will-governed determining is intrinsically 
‘addressed’ to itself. In will-governed representing, therefore, willing is 
always and necessarily co-represented. The willing as such can thus be 
represented as the determining instance. If this occurs, willing as such 
is the determining instance of the will. In this case willing takes its 
determining ground not from somewhere else but from itself; And what 
does willing take from itself? It takes itself, in its essence. 

‘The will is the determining instance for itself. It determines itself 
from what it és itself in its essence. The essence of the will is thus the 
determining instance for willing. Such a willing is determined solely 
through itself, not through anything experienceable, i.e. empirical. Such a 
will is pure will. Pure will is pure reason which, for itself alone, deter- 
mines itself to will-governed action, i.e. to praxis. Pure will is pure reason 
which is practical only for itself. We can now understand the statement 
with which Kant opens the thematic discussion in the Foundations of the 
Metaphysics of Morals: ‘Nothing in the world — indeed nothing even 
beyond the world — can possibly be conceived which could be called good 
without qualification except a good will.’** What is good without qualifica- 
tion is what is to be highly valued in itself: “The good will is not good 
because of what it effects or accomplishes or because of its adequacy to 
achieve some proposed end; it is good only because of its willing, i.e. it is 
good of itself.” Qua will, i.e. insofar as it only wills willing, a good will is 
absolutely good. Qua absolutely good, a good will is a pure will. 

We have now presented the essence of pure practical reason as pure will. 
And yet we are still not adequately prepared for understanding Kant’s 
thesis that the objective reality of freedom can be demonstrated only 
through practical laws of pure reason.”* What are these laws of pure 
Practical reason? How do we arrive at these laws? They belong to pure 
Practical reason, thus to the pure will. What does the pure will have to do 
With laws, and what is the law of the pure will, the fundamental law of 
Pure practical reason? 


Foundations, p. 55 (IV, 393). 
| Foundations, p. 56 (IV, 394). 
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c) The Actuality of Pure Practical Reason in the Moral Law 


Pure will is that willing which is determined solely by the essence of yj 
as such, Pure willing is the willing of one’s own essence as will, 
determining instance for pure will, the causation for this itself, resid 
its own essence insofar as this is represented as determining, i.e. is 
purely. But the causation, the causality of something, is always the 
the existence of something. In Kant’s words, this means that ‘the cor 
of causality always contains a relation to a law which determin 
existence of the many in their relation to one another’.”’ The law of 
will does not pertain to this or that representable effect but is the 
the existence of the will, ie. the will is the willing itself. P 
however, i.e. the essence of the will as determinatively representing] 
willing, is the mode of law-giving. Everything that determines co 
nothing other than the mode and form of the will’s pure wi 
and for itself. This mode as pure, the form of the how, is the n 
law-giving for willing. When this alone is determining, then 
of pure will is nothing else than the form of law-giving for a pure 

It thus emerges that the basic law of the pure will, of pure p 
reason, is nothing else than the form of law-giving. This is the 
of the statement that the basic law of ethics is a formal law. ‘Formal’ 
counter-concept to ‘material’. If these expressions are understood i 
vulgar sense, i.e. if their genuine metaphysical meaning is not re 
‘formal’ will have connotations of emptiness and indefiniteness. A f 
ethical law will then be something empty, i.e. saying nothing about 
should materially do. An ethics based upon a formal law would nece: 
fail, for actual practical ethical action always requires definite deci 
Such an ethic remains stuck in formalism. Instead of this, 
attempts (Max Scheler, Nicolai Hartmann) are today made to construe 
material ethic of value. But this interpretation, in rejecting Kant’s et 
as formalistic, totally misunderstands the crucial problem in the con 
of ‘the formal’, This is because the factuality of pure practical reason 
not become a central problem. ‘The law of pure will is formal but 
empty. Instead, the form of the law is precisely the decisive, proper; 
determining instance in relation to the law. 

What is genuinely law-giving for willing is the actual pure wil 
itself and nothing else. Unless pure willing, as the genuinely actual of 
ethical action, actually wills itself, a material table of values — how 


Ὁ Critique of Practical Reason, p. 196 (V, 90). 
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finely structured and comprehensive — remains a pure phantom with no 
pinding force. This willing of itself is allegedly empty, but at bottom it is 
precisely this which is most concrete in the lawfulness of ethical action. 
‘The ethicality of action does not consist in realizing so-called values, but 
in the actual willing to take responsibility, in the decision to exist within 
Υ. 

Yet to will the essence of willing — is this not in fact an empty willing? 
What kind of will is it which purely wills itself? Such a will determines 
its own willing unconditionally. It cannot help but be in harmony with 
itself, its pure essence, i.e. it cannot but be good. And a will that cannot 
but be good is a perfectly good will, or as Kant says, a holy, divine will. 

However, where the pure will does not unconditionally obey its own 
essence, but rather, as in the case of a finite being possessing sensibility, 
can and does become determined by other motives, the pure law-giving of 
the will has the character of a command or imperative, i.e. of a ‘you 
ought’. To the holy willing (to the necessarily good will) the law is simply 
what it in any case wills. But to the contingently good will the law is the 
‘ough’ of pure willing. What ‘ought to be’ is pure willing, ie. the willing 
that does not aim at something else attainable by willing. The law of the 
will does not say ‘you ought’ in the conditional sense, e.g. you ought to be 
truthful if you wish to be respected in human society. Instead, the law 
speaks unconditionally: you ought to act in such and such a way, with no 
ifs and buts. Now in logic a statement of the form ‘if-then’ is called 
‘hypothetical’ (ὑπόθεσις, presupposition), while a simple ‘is’ statement is 
called ‘categorical’. An ought which is subject to conditions is a hypo- 
thetical imperative, but the ought demanded by pure willing is a categor- 
tive. Thus the fundamental law of a finite pure willing, i.e. of a 
pure practical reason, is a categorical imperative. How then does it run?, so 
we ask quite involuntarily. But it is not at all permissible to ask this now. 
Why not? Let us once again reflect upon our task and upon what we have 
achieved thus far. We are concerned to understand the thesis that the 
objective reality of freedom can only be demonstrated through the prac- 
‘eal laws of pure reason. We have discovered the fundamental law of 
Pure practical reason, and have thus attained the necessary basis for dem- 
°ustrating the factuality of freedom in Kant’s sense. 
ες lave we really arrived at the fundamental law of pure practical reason? 
acs we have obtained this at all? How have we proceeded thus far? We 
‘ave discussed what belongs to the idea of a pure will as such, i.e. what 
Pure prac 


this responsibi 
, 


| impe 


‘al reason is as such. Further, we have discussed the necessary 
haracter of the law of a pure will insofar as finite will is simultaneously 
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determined through sensibility. We have seen that the law must 
a categorical imperative. But we have not yet demonstrated 
law which has the form of the categorical imperative actually exj 
We have not even shown that finite pure practical reason a 
exists. 


d) The Categorical Imperative. 
On the Question of Its Actuality and ‘Universal Validity’ 


After all this it will be said that, while the actual existence of finite p 
practical reason has admittedly not been demonstrated, such demon 
tion is in any case unnecessary. Man just ‘is’ a finite rational 
Whether man is the only such being remains unknown and is i 
to our purposes. It is enough that one such being, i.e. man, factually 
Or is this also in need of demonstration? We cannot see how we hi 
beings are supposed to provide a factual proof that we factually exist.’ 
demand for such a proof is senseless. But granted this, does it follow 
we exist, or that our existence is self-evident? And if we do assume tl 
self-evident, does it follow that a pure practical reason exists? ‘This is 
to doubt. Not only do we not know whether the existence of man i 
the existence of a pure will, we do not even know what the 
existence of a pure will is supposed to be. For in the end, the fa 
a pure will, i.e. existence in and as pure will, is something totally d 
from the being-present of man as ἃ world-entity. So the factuality Ὁ 
fundamental law of pure practical reason, and thus also of a categ 
imperative, is of a nature all its own. 

The possibility of proving the factuality of practical freedom dep 
on demonstrating the fact of a pure practical reason. Freedom ‘is τὸ 
by the moral law’.”” ‘Thus the latter must itself first be revealed as act 
If the factuality of freedom is shown by its actuality, then the posstb 
of freedom is also established. What is actual must be possible. If th 
actuality of freedom has a nature all its own, so also must the possibili 
of freedom. In regard to the first way to freedom this means that th 
possibility of practical freedom cannot be immediately equated with 
possibility of transcendental freedom. ‘he specific problem of the seco” 
way is thus noticeably sharpened. Our previous construction of the idea 
a pure will, of a complete, necessary and contingently pure will, and 
the kind of lawfulness (categorical imperative) belonging to this, still de 
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not prove the factuality of a pure practical reason. We know only that this 
{actuality has a nature all its own, which does not coincide with the being- 
present of human beings. What kind of factuality is it then? How is the 
specific factuality of pure will, of pure reason as practical, to be demon- 
strated? Do we not first require a sufficiently comprehensive elucidation 
of the essence of this specific kind of factuality? Or is the most obvious 
method simply to assert the factual existence of a pure will, treating the 
question of the essence of this fact, i.e. the facticity of the human being as 
existing person, as a matter for subsequent investigation? 

‘Io demonstrate the factual existence of pure practical reason it is not 
unconditionally necessary to possess a well-formed and comprehensively 
grounded concept of the facticity of this fact. On the other hand, it is not 
at all possible to undertake the demonstration of the factuality of pure 
will in man without a prior preconceptual understanding of the essence 
of this factuality. It is a matter of showing that, in man, pure reason alone 
is practical for itself, that pure reason determines the will without regard 
to a desired effect, and that pure reason practically wills a pure will. It is 
a matter of showing that man actually knows himself to be under the 
obligation of a pure willing. 

If man in himself actually wills a pure will (e.g. wills to speak the 
truth) this means that his willing is governed only by the representation 
of a pure willing. The representing of the laws of practical action is 
undertaken by reason. When pure will, not this or that empirically deter- 
mined will, is represented as regulative, this is a law-giving from pure 
reason. Then it is reason which determines action practically, purely from 
itself. The binding character of the pure will is not dependent on contin- 
gent factors but is universally valid. As Kant says, it is an objectively 
conditioned and not a subjectively conditioned law. The purity of willing 
raises the will of the individual up beyond the contingency of his particu- 
lar circumstances. The purity of willing grounds the possibility of the 
universal validity of the law of the will. The reverse does not apply, i.e. 
the purity of willing is not a consequence of the universality of the law. If 
this willing of the pure will transcends the contingency of empirical 
action, this does not amount to becoming lost in the empty abstraction of 
ἃ valid form of lawfulness, such that what one is to do remains totally 
indeterminate. Rather, this transcending is the coming into operation of 
genuine concrete willing, concrete because it wills willing and nothing 
else besides. On the other hand, when someone subjects himself to a law 
valid only for his particular subjective will, this subjective principle is a 


‘maxim’. “Tell someone, for instance, that in his youth he should work and 
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save in order not to want in his old age -- that is a correct and importay 
precept of the will. One easily sees, however, that the will is th 
directed to something else.”” 

The pure will, since it is not conditioned by specific subjective ai 
an objective law and not a maxim. On the other hand, if we act in s 
way that the determining ground of our willing, i.e. our maxims, ὃ 
always at the same time determine every willing as such, then wea 
according to the objective fundamental law of our will. Thus the objec 
fundamental law of pure practical reason, having the character o 
unconditional command (categorical imperative) runs as follows: 
that the maxim of your will could always hold at the same time as 
principle of a universal legislation.” 

Let us repeat our guiding question: how does pure reason actually pr 
itself as practical? It does so by virtue of the categorical imperative 
onstrating its factuality. How does this occur? By the proof of the. 
ity of the consciousness of this fundamental law of reason. But what ' 
this now mean? This is the decisive point for the understanding 
whole problem. Kant says that we become conscious of the moral 
soon as we construct maxims for the will’.”’ The categorical imper 
impresses itself upon us from itself. The fact of this law is ‘unden 
“The common understanding’ can see it ‘without instruction’.”! ‘This 
ciple needs no search and no invention, having long been in the rea 
all men and embodied in their being, It is the principle of ethics.” 

‘These statements, especially the last, sound very peculiar, and 
highly susceptible of misunderstanding. The categorical imperati 
undeniable and immediately evident to the commonest reason? As @ 
embodied in the essence of man? So something that is always present! 
that we can confirm at any time, just like our nose and ears? And p 
to the commonest reason? If this were so, we would not need to appro 
it in such a speculative way and by means of a special method. 

Let us examine Kant’s claim. If we observe ourselves in a complete 
unprejudiced way, without any assistance from philosophy, do we discove 
the categorical imperative as a fact within us? Do we discover as a fact 
demand: ‘So act that the maxim of your will could always hold at 


*" Critique of Practical Reason, p. 131 (V, 20). 
* Critique of Practical Reason, p. 142 (V, 31). 
” Critique of Practical Reason, p. 141 (V, 30). 
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same time as the principle of a universal legislation’. We discover nothing 
of the sort. Instead, we find that this principle has its origin in philo- 
sophical thought, indeed in a specific philosophical system. At best, we can 
discover the reason that precisely Kant came up with this categorical 
imperative. Indeed, this explanation from the history of ideas has long 
been available, usually as ἃ way of making the matter itself intelligible. 
‘The categorical imperative of pure practical reason belongs to the Age 
of Enlightenment, to the time of the Prussia of Frederick the Great. 
Expressed in contemporary terms: the categorical imperative is a specific 
sociologically determined philosophico-ethico ideology, i.e. by no means is 
it the most general law of action for all rational beings as maintained by 
Kant. We dispense here with any discussion of how much an intellectual- 
historical sociological explanation can contribute to the substantive under- 
standing of a philosophical problematic. We can easily admit that the 
Enlightenment, the Prussian state and so forth, influenced both Kant’s 
concrete existence and his philosophical work. We must even emphasize 
that it would be unnatural if the situation were otherwise. 


§ 28. The Consciousness of Human Freedom and Its Actuality 


a) Pure Will and Actuality. 
‘The Specific Character of Will-governed Actuality as Fact 


Has all this provided us with an understanding of the matter at hand? 
Or does this talk about intellectual history and sociology prove only that 
we have not understood anything at all, that we are not even in posses- 
sion of the most elementary conditions for such an understanding? If 
this is so, then just one thing is initially clear, namely that it is not the 
province of everyday understanding and vulgar philosophical discussion 
to decide in what way the categorical imperative is a fact, nor to decide 
what it means for this fact to be accessible to the common understand- 
ing. Indeed our examination has confirmed the contrary. We do not 
discover any trace of this fact, and we could never do so by proceeding 
in this way. This is because, in this kind of immediate self-observation, 
or in the phenomenological searching out of our consciousness for 
the presence of the categorical imperative, we have from the very 
beginning gone astray concerning the kind of factuality characteristic of 
this fact. 

Kant nowhere maintains that the fact of the categorical imperative 
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simply occurs within us like nerves and veins, but with the difference 
it is spiritual rather than material. Instead, Kant says that ‘it is the mo 
law, of which we become immediately conscious as soon as we cot 


maxims of the will’. " 


Thus the experience of the principle of pure 
subject to the condition ‘as soon as we construct maxims of the will’, i 
soon as we actually will, as soon as we become conscious of the motiy 
action and make decisions about it. The condition of the possibility of 
experience of the law as fact is that we betake ourselves into the 
region of such facts, i.e. that we actually will. Actually willing does 
mean wishing to will, thinking that one wills, but rather: at all times, 
and now, willing. a 

But willing what precisely? Again, this seductive question already 
us astray from actual willing. The question looks as if one is maki 
effort to actually will, for one is seeking something that can be will 
in this way willing is closed off to precisely the one who at that mom 
supposed to will. Willing what? Everyone who actually wills 
actually will is to will nothing else but the ought of one’s existence. ‘ 

Only in this kind of willing is that actual within which the fact ὁ 7 
ethical law is actually a fact. This actuality of the ought is the actuality 
our will in a double sense. First, it is the actuality that gives what is 
only through and in our will. Secondly and following on from this, it 
actuality that is proper to our will as will. The factuality of this faet 
not stand over against us but belongs with us ourselves such that 
claimed for the possibility of this actuality, not just in this or that way, b 
in our essence. When Kant says that even the commonest understan di 
can assure itself of the fact of the categorical imperative he does not meé 
that this common understanding, which in the domain of theory 
prey to illusion and to the deceptive employment of principles, is 
proper faculty for apprehending the fact of the ethical law. What 
means is that theoretical or philosophical knowledge is not relevant to tht 
sphere, i.e. that here the will alone decides. Knowledge of the determin 
ing ground of action belongs to willing as effecting through represen ta 
tion of what is willed. Actual willing is always clear about its determint 
grounds, Actual willing is a specific kind of actual knowing and und 
standing. It is a kind of knowing that cannot be replaced by anything eé! 
least of all through (e.g. psychological) knowledge of human beings. 

As soon as we actually will we see that human reason, as Kant 
‘incorruptible and self-constrained, in every action confronts the ma 
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of the will with the pure will, ie. with itself regarded as @ prior’ prac 
tical’.”’ In actual willing we experience that the essence of willing, the 
will that wills on behalf of itself, demands to be willed. Whether the 
willing factically succeeds or not is a secondary question; it is sufficient 
that the fact of the ought announces itself in the actual willing. In actual 
willing we bring ourselves into the situation where we have to decide 
on the determining grounds of our action. But, one will say, this only 
transfers the problem to actual willing. Only when willing is actual does 
pure practical reason possess actuality. Just as with a chair: only when it 
gets built can it be present. However, this again falls into the error of 
measuring the actuality of the will against that of a present thing. 

Even when we avoid decisions, even when we dissemble to ourselves 
about the motives for our actions, we have actually decided to turn away 
from the ought. Indeed, precisely in this turning away do we experience 
the fact of the ought most vividly. In this not-willing as a specific kind of 
willing there lurks a definite knowledge of the ought, i.e. that we ought 
and what we ought. The actuality of willing does not begin where an act 
of will is present, and by no means ceases where we do not earnestly will. 
‘This not-earnestly-willing, this letting things go their own way, is perhaps 
even the most frequent mode of the actuality of the will, for which reason 
we so easily overlook it, and go astray within it. 

It should now be clear that we can never encounter the fact of the 
ought by analysing and observing our own action and willing in the 
manner of physical occurrences. The actuality of willing only exists in the 
willing of this actuality. In so doing, we experience the fact that pure 
reason alone is practical for itself, i.e. that the pure will, as the essence of 
the will, announces itself as the will’s determining ground. ‘To be sure, 
one might say, this fact of an unconditional obligation may well exist, and 
if so is obviously connected with what we call ‘conscience’. It could also be 
conceded that this fact represents a specific kind of factuality quite differ- 


ent from that pertaining to present things, for which reason it would be 
sensel 


to ask whether conscience and the like is or is not present. Or to 
want to prove through ethnological research that particular peoples do not 
possess a conscience, have no word for this, and so forth. As if ethnology 
could prove anything of the kind, as if it would say anything either for or 
against the factuality of conscience if it could be established that this 
©onscience does not exist everywhere and at all times. 


Yet even if we do not fall prey to such misinterpretations, it does not 
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follow that the fundamental law of pure practical reason must be 
stood in terms of the formula of the Kantian categorical imperat 
Indeed it is not the formula that is important; it is not at all intended 
whoever acts in a moral way must expressly hold to the formula. 


the formula is only one among many possible philosophical interpr 
ations; in fact we find a number of different interpretations in 
himself. But irrespective of the possible diversity of formulas and 
tions of interpretation, they all refer to one essential and decisive 
about the facticity of the fact of man in the authenticity of his essenes 
is this alone that concerns us here. 

As long as we hang on mere words, taking the Kantian philoso 
likewise every other great and genuine philosophy, as an intere 
historical standpoint, as long as we do not resolutely enter into the oceu 
rence of philosophy by means of a philosophizing controversy, e 1 
remains closed to us. At best we shall discover some interesting point 
view, but without understanding why so much conceptual work 
needed to put them forward. If true controversy takes place, ho 
it becomes irrelevant whether the categorical imperative is form 
by Kant or someone else. ‘To be sure, controversy does not mean 
the common understanding assumes, i.e. criticizing and contradictii 
Instead, it is a bringing back of the other, and thereby also of onese 
what is primary and originary, to that which, as the essential, is i 
common, and thus not needful of any subsequent alliance. Phi 
controversy is interpretation as destruction. 


b) The Fact of the Ethical Law and the Consciousness of the Freedot 
of the Will 


In order that the Kantian interpretation of the essence of the moral 
may not appear so strange, I would like to briefly discuss one more ἴοι 
lation of the categorical imperative. It is to be found in the Foundations 6, 
the Metaphysics of Morals, and runs: ‘Act so that you treat humani 
whether in your own person or in that of another, always as an end 
never as a means only’. The end of human action is humanity. 
does ‘end’ [Zweck| mean? We know this, without having previously di 
cussed the concept of end. An end is what is represented in advance as 
determining ground for the actualization of an object. The end has the 
character of the determining instance. What should never be a means, bub 
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only an end, is that which cannot be determining for the sake of some- 
thing else, ie. what determines the will as end: ‘the humanity in the 
person’, the essence of man as personality. Thus the categorical imperative 
says: before anything else, in all your actions, always act in your essence. 
I'he essence of person is this self-responsibility: to bind oneself to oneself, 
but not egotistically, i.e. not in relation to the accidental ‘I’, ‘To be in the 
mode of self-responsibility, to answer only to the essence of one’s self. ‘To 
give this priority in everything, to will the ought of pure willing. 

Sophistry creeps in here all too quickly and easily, attempting to open a 
theoretical speculative discussion about the essence of man, claiming that 
we do not know this, or at least, that there is no general agreement on the 
subject. In this way one postpones actual willing and acting to a time 
when theoretical agreement has been reached, i.e. to a time that is never 
given to the temporality of man; one evades precisely that which alone 
actuates the actuality of man and forms his essentiality. In other words, 
we first occupy ourselves with a programme, then gather together those 
who represent it and attach themselves to it. We then wonder why we 
never achieve unity and commonality, i.e. power of existence. As if this 
were something that could be achieved subsequently and from the out- 
side. We do not grasp that actual essential willing already in itself brings 
about mutual understanding, and this through the mystery of the actual 
willing of the individual. 

What is crucial for understanding the moral law, therefore, is not that 
we come to know any formula, or that some value is held up before us. It is 
not a matter of a table of values hovering over us, as if individual human 
beings were only realizers of the law in the same way that individual 
tables realize the essence of tablehood. It is not a formula and rule that we 
come to understand, but the character of the specific actuality of action, 
i.e. what is and becomes actual in and as action. However, Kant remains a 
long way from explicitly making this factuality as such into a central 
metaphysical problem, i.e. from bringing its conceptual articulation over 
into the essence of man and thus arriving at the threshold of a funda- 
mentally different problematic. This is one of the reasons that Kant’s 
decisive insights have remained without effect for the philosophical prob- 
lematie as such. 


Despite all this, it remains true that Kant experienced, albeit within 
the indicated limits, the specificity of will-governed actuality as fact, and 
defined the problematic of practical reason from this experience. The 
factuality of the fact of pure practical reason is always and only given by 
us ourselves in our resolve to pure willing or against this, or again, in 


203-295] 


200 The Second Way to Freedom 


confusion and indecision by mixing together willing and not-willing, 
factuality of willing is itself only accessible through a knowledge 
arises from such willing and not-willing, or better, that already con 
precisely in this. The actuality of the pure will does not mark out 
domain of objects which at first stand indifferently over against us, only 
subsequently to be willed or not-willed. Rather, willing or not-willi 
what first allows this actuality ¢o occur and in its own way 0 be. 

This pure willing is the praxis in and through which the funda 
law of pure practical reason has actuality. ‘The pure will is not an 
occurrence that perceives the value of an independently existing law 
directs our behaviour accordingly, but itself constitutes the factuality οὔ 
law of pure practical reason. Only because, and insofar as, the pure 4 
wills, does the law exist. 4 

We are now in a position to understand the factuality of a pure p 
tical reason and its law. We understand that, here in this domain, 
existence of facts means that the fact of pure reason and its law is p 
able and proven. Only now are we adequately prepared for the task @ 
tained in the main thesis: to present the objective reality, i.e. pi 
reality, the specific factuality of freedom, solely through the factua 
the law of pure practical reason. 

What course must this proof take? If we ask in this way we do 
understand the problem. Is it therefore beside the point to engage in lo 
winded discussions concerning the mode of proof? Should we simp 
to work and carry through the proof? This also is a misunderstandi 
the problem. For the proof has already been given. This is the 
essential thing to grasp for a real understanding of the whole proble 
practical freedom and its objective reality. 

I said earlier that the proof of the factuality of freedom is 
namely so short that when the task of this proof is grasped, the pro 
not at all necessary — at any rate if by proof we understand the theoretica 
demonstration of a present freedom from the prior demonstration of th 
presence of the practical law. The proof of the practical reality of fre 
dom consists in nothing else than in understanding that freedom e} ists 
only as the actual willing of the pure ought. The actualization and actual: 


ity of practical freedom consists in nothing else than actual willing letting 
its own essence determine itself, We can now derive the essence of free 
dom from the character of the factuality of the fact of practical freedom 
practical freedom is self-legislation, pure will, autonomy. Freedom now 
reveals itself as the condition of the possibility of the factuality of Ρ' 
practical reason. Practical freedom as autonomy is self-responsibilitys 
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which is the essence of the personality of the human person, the authen- 
tic essence, the humanity of man. 

So we now see: pure will — pure practical reason — the lawfulness of the 
fundamental law of factical action — self-responsibility — personality — 
freedom. All these necessarily belong together. We can now see the spe- 
cific conditioning relations between practical reason and freedom. Prac- 
tical reason and its law is ‘the condition ... under which freedom [as 
autonomy] can be known’,” i.e. the law is the ground of the possibility of 
knowledge of freedom (ratio cognoscendi). On the other hand, freedom is 
the ground of the possibility of the being of the law and of practical 
reason, the ratio essendi of the moral law. ‘For had not the moral law 
already been distinctly thought in our reason, we would never have been 
justified in assuming anything like freedom, even though it is not self- 
contradictory. But if there were no freedom, the moral law would never 
have been encountered in us.” ‘Freedom and unconditional practical 
law reciprocally imply one another. I do not here ask whether they are 
actually different, instead of an unconditional law being merely the 
self-consciousness of a pure practical reason, and thus identical with the 
ve concept of freedom.” Although Kant does not ask this here, at 
this particular point, the task of the whole analytic of practical reason 
is precisely to show ‘this fact to be inextricably bound up with the 


consciousness of freedom of the will, and actually to be identical with iv.” 


pos 


” Critique of Practical Reason, p. 119 note (V, 5). 
” Critique of Practical Reason, p. 119 note (V, 5). 
* Critique of Practical Reason, p. 140 (V, 29). 
” Critique of Practical Reason, p. 152 (Ν, 42). 


296-297] 


CONCLUSION 


The Proper Ontological Dimension of Freedom. 
The Rootedness of the Question of Being in the Question 
Concerning the Essence of Human Freedom. 
Freedom as the Ground of Causality 


29. The Limits of the Kantian Discussion of Freedom. Kant’s Binding 
of the Problem of Freedom to the Problem of Causality 


We have arrived at the goal of Kant’s second way to freedom. It was 
necessary to travel along both roads in order to really experience their 
utter distinctiveness, and thus to obtain a feeling for the whole weight of 
the problem of freedom. 

The interpretation of the Kantian problem of freedom was necessary 
because we recognized that, in the metaphysical tradition, the question of 
freedom concerns a particular kind of causality. Kant treats the prob- 
lem of causality as such, as well as the problem of freedom as a particular 
kind of causality, in a more radical manner than anyone else. Once the 
problem of freedom is understood in a metaphysical sense, controversy 
with Kant is not only unavoidable, but must stand in the forefront. Once 
freedom is understood as a metaphysical problem, the question is already 
raised as to whether freedom is a kind of causality, or whether, on the 
contrary, causality is a problem of freedom. 

What if the latter were the case? As a category, causality is a basic 
character of the being of beings. If we consider that the being of beings is 
proximally comprehended as constant presence — and this involves pro- 
ducedness, producing, finishing in the broad sense of actualizing — it is 
clear that precisely causality, in the traditional sense of the being of 
beings, in common understanding as in traditional metaphysics, is the 
f being as being-present. If causality is a problem 
of freedom and not vice versa then the problem of being in general is in 
self a problem of freedom. However, the problem of being, as we showed 
in our preliminary considerations, is the fundamental problem of philo- 
sophy as such. Thus the question concerning the essence of human free- 
dom is the fundamental question of philosophy, in which is rooted even the 
question of being. But this is the thesis we already discussed at the end of 
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our preliminary considerations, and in the transition to the problem of 
freedom as causality. ‘The problem of freedom as causality has now been _ 
discussed. But it has not been shown that causality is a problem of free 
dom, i.e. that the question of being is built into the problem of freedom, 
Our basic thesis has not been established. 

This is indeed the situation. And yet, if we have really understood, 
we have grasped something essential, namely that there is something 
very specific and unique about the actuality of freedom, thus about 
problematic that aims at it and especially about the proofs which can her 
be carried out. The basic thesis, which we have seemingly forced i 
philosophy by violent means, is not a statement that can be theoretically 
proven by the limited methods of a science. For it says nothing at all 
about anything present. To be sure, it says something about ess 
But essence is not capable of straightforward examination. Ess 
remains closed off to us as long as we ourselves do not become essential 
in our essence. 

What we originally sought was a simple characterization of Kant’s 
ways to freedom. We said that the first way concerns the possibility ὃ 
freedom, the second way the actuality of freedom. Then we rejected 
characterization. Now that we have familiarized ourselves with both 
we may take it up again, for properly understood it permits a cruei 
concentration of the whole problem. The actuality of practical freedom | 
indeed the problem of the second way. Yet the actuality of this actus 
freedom does not become a problem such that the essence of this s 
being, ie. of the being announced in the will-governed action of 
human person, is genuinely interrogated. The actuality of freedom is no 
interrogated in a properly metaphysical sense, not as a problem of being. 

‘The possibility of freedom is the problem of the first way, but only 
the specific form of an inquiry into the possibility of the unity of freed 
and natural causality. This makes it look as if the possibility of freedom i 
a problem only insofar as freedom is a kind of causality. Once freedom is — 
conceived in this fashion, the question of its possibility can concern noth- 
ing else but the compatibility of this causality with natural causality: 
However, the possibility of freedom precisely does not become a problem 
such that the specific being of the beings to be unified through the two 
causalities is genuinely interrogated. Both ways neglect the question of the 
ontological character of what is placed in question as possible and actual. 
‘The possibility as also the actuality of freedom as freedom remains — 
undefined, likewise (although this alone is constantly under discussion) 
the relation between the actuality of freedom and its possibility. 
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S30. Freedom as the Condition of the Possibility of the Manifestness of 
the Being of Beings, ie. of the Understanding of Being 


‘The questionworthiness of the two ways and their unity is obscured by the 
fact that in both cases the problem is considered in terms of the category 
of causality, but without making causality itself problematic through a 
radical discussion of the ontological problem it involves. What would have 
to occur for causality (still in the Kantian sense at first) to become a 
problem? For Kant, causality is a character of the objectivity of objects. 
Objects are the beings as accessible through the theoretical experience of 
finite human nature. The categories are determinations of the being of 
such beings, determinations which allow them to show themselves in their 
being. But beings can only show themselves as objects if the appearance of 
beings, and that which at bottom makes this possible, i.e. the understand- 
ing of being, has the character of letting-stand-over-against. Letting 
something stand-over-against as something given, basically the manifest- 
ness of beings in the binding character of their so- and that-being, is only 
possible where the comportment to beings, whether in theoretical or prac- 
tical knowledge, already acknowledges this binding character. But the 
latter amounts to an originary self-binding, or, in Kantian terms, the 
giving of a law unto oneself. The letting-be-encountered of beings, 
comportment to beings in each and every mode of manifestness, is only 
possible where freedom exists. Freedom is the condition of the possibility 
of the manifestness of the being of beings, of the understanding of being. 

Causality, however, is one ontological determination of beings among 
others. Causality is grounded in freedom. The problem of causality is a 
problem of freedom and not vice versa. The question concerning the 
essence of freedom is the fundamental problem of philosophy, even if the 
leading question thereof consists in the question of being. 

This fundamental thesis and its proof is not the concern of a theor- 
etical scientific discussion, but of a grasping which always and necessarily 
includes the one who does the grasping, claiming him in the root of his 
existence, and so that he may become essential in the actual willing of his 
oWwnmost essence. 


If actual being-free and willing from the ground of essence determines 
the fundamental philosophical stance, and thus the content of philosophy, 
this confirms Kant’s statement on philosophy in the Foundations of the 
Metaphysics of Morals: ‘Here we see philosophy brought to what is, in 
fact, a precarious position, which should be made fast even though it is 
Supported by nothing in either heaven or earth. Here philosophy must 
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show its purity, as the absolute sustainer of its laws, and not as the herald 
of those which an inplanted sense or who knows what tutelary nature 
whispers to it.”' 


' Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, p. 8+ (IV, 425). 


EDITOR’S AFTERWORD TO THE GERMAN 
EDITION OF JULY 1981 


‘The text presented here as Volume 31 of Martin Heidegger’s Collected 
orks is that of the four-hour-per-week Freiburg lecture course from the 
summer semester of 1930 (beginning on April 29). The basis of this 
edition is the lecture manuscript, together with a copy made by Fritz 
Heidegger which was collated with the manuscript. The copy has been 
supplemented by a number of marginal comments and insertions from 
the manuscript, not originally included by Fritz Heidegger. 

With few exceptions, citations from books and articles have been veri- 
fied from Martin Heidegger's private copies, whose marginalia point to 
their employment in preparing the lectures. Bibliographical information 
is provided on the occasion of the first citation. 

‘The lecture manuscript, which with two exceptions lacks internal 
headings, was comprehensively subdivided according to Heidegger's 
instructions for editing his Collected Works. The headings ‘Causality and 
Freedom’ and “The Second Analogy’ were employed in the main text as 
well as for two appendices and a separate summary. For the rest, headings 
and sub-headings were derived from important passages of text. 

Comparison with the two accessible lecture transcripts of Helene Wei 
and Hermann Ochsner showed that a lengthy discussion of the ὃν ὡς 
ἀληθές (Aristotle, Metaphysics © 10), the result of questions from 
Heidegger's audience, is missing from the copy. In the manuscript there is 
merely a reference to a corresponding appendix. This appendix was dis- 
covered among the handwritten Nachlaf in the separate folder ‘Aristotle, 
Metaphysics Θ᾽, with a copy likewise originating from Fritz Heidegger. 
Martin Heidegger had worked these up in the course of the present 
lectures. Apparently he also drew from this appendix in the lecture course 
(two semesters later, i.e. summer semester 1931) ‘Aristotle, Metaphysics © 
10°, later leaving it in the folder. 

‘The copy of the appendix was likewise collated with the manuscript, 
and, together with additional material which had not been copied, 
inse: ly indicated by Martin 
Heidegger. ‘The appendix supplements Heidegger's interpretation of the 
Greek understanding of Being (οὐσία) in terms of actuality, what-being, 
and the being of movement. Through the interpretation of Chapter © 


ed in the manuscript at the point c 
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of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Heidegger attempts to show that “presence” 
functions as the implicit horizon of the Greek interpretation of being not 
only for being as actuality, what-being, and being-moved, but also for 
being in the sense of true-being (truth, ἀλήθεια). ‘The prevailing inter 
pretation of this Chapter © 10 by classical philology necessitates a dis- 
cussion of this chapter’s placement in Book Θ. The connection between’ 
the textual question and the substantive question (ὃν ὡς ἀληθές as κυριώτα 
ὄν) requires Heidegger to engage with the theses of Jaeger and Schwegl 

‘The lecture course, subtitled ‘Introduction to Philosophy’ by Heidegg 
himself, offers a penetrating introduction to the general problematic οὗ 
Heidegger’s main work, Being and Time. Part One treats the question 
of human freedom, which is unfolded from the fundamental question of 
philosophy (being and time) as worked up from the guiding question 
metaphysics (ti τὸ dv). ‘The ‘going-after-the-whole’ clearly implied b 
this question of freedom is interrogated in respect of the philosophi 
claim to ‘go-to-the-roots’, i.e. in respect of its character as challenge. 
way of unfolding the problem of freedom means (Part ‘Iwo of the | 
course) that Kant’s concepts of transcendental and practical freedom, an¢ 
their connection to causality, cannot be adequately discussed as ‘probl 
of a ‘practical philosophy’ in the sense of one particular philosophiea 
discipline among others. Instead, they must be treated in terms of th 
ontological dimension exhibited in Part One (and again taken up in τ 
Conclusion), i.e. by conceiving freedom as the condition of the possibi 
of the manifestness of the being of beings. Only in this ontolog 
dimension does philosophy — especially in the discussion of human 
dom — demonstrate its going-after-the-whole as a challenge in the 
of a going-to-the-root. 

For extensive and crucial assistance in editing this volume, I am d 
indebted to Dr Hermann Heidegger and Prof. K-W. von Herm 
Further thanks are due to Dr Luise Michaelson and Mr Hans-Helmut 
Gander for their meticulous proof corrections. 


f 


Hartmut Tietjen 
Glottertal, July 1981 
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ENGLISH-GERMAN GLOSSARY 


absence: Abwesenheit 

accessible: zugdnglich; accessibility: Zugdnglichkeit 
accidental: zufillig; the accidental: das Zufillige 
accountability: Zurechnung 


actual: wirklich; actuality: Wirklichkeit; the actual: das Wirkliche 
actualization: Verwirklichung, actualize: verwirklichen 
administrator: Verwalter 

alteration: Veréinderung 

animality: Tierheit 

announce itself: sich bekunden 

appearance: Erscheinung 

apprehension: Apprehension 

appropriate: sich zueignen 

assertion: Aussage; assertoric truth: Satzwahrheit, Aussagewahrheit 
authentic (genuine): eigentlich 

awakening: Erwachen 


being-present (presence): Vorhandensein 
being-true: Wahrsein 
beingness: Seiendheit 
bygone: das Gewesene 


tion: Ursachesein 

: Ursache 

challenge: Angriff 

change: Wechsel, Umschlag 
commonness: Gemeinheit 
comport: sich verhalten 
comportment: erhalten 
concept: Begriff 

condition: Bedingung 
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confusion (helplessness): Ratlosigheit 
connection: Verkniipfung, Zusammenhang 
conscience: Gewissen 

consciousness: Bewuptsein 

constancy: Besténdigkeit 

constant presence: besténdige Anwesenheit 
context (contexture): Zusammenhang 
contingency: Zufalligkeit 

criticism: Kritik 


Dasein (existence, human existence, there-being): Dasein, Da-sein 
deconcealed: enthorgen 

deconcealment: Entborgenheit 

deed: Tathandlung 

distortion: Verstelltheit 

divided: gegliedert 

dividedness: Gegliedertheit 

division (structuration): Gliederung 

duration: Dauer 


effect: Wirkung 

empirical concept: Erfahrungsbegriff 
enable: erméglichen 

enablement: Erméglichung 
enactment: Wirkungsvollzug 
encounter: begegnen 

end (aim): Zweck 

essence: Wesen, essentiality: Wesentlichkeit 
essencehood: Wesenheit 

eternal: ewig 

eternity: Ewigkeit 

ethical: sittlich 

ethics: Sittlichkeit 

event: Begebenheit 

existence: Dasein; Existenz 
Erfahrung 


experience: 


fact: Tatsache 
factical: faktisch 
facticity: Faktizitat 


English-German Glossary 


factuality: Tatsachlichkeit 

faculty (power): Vermigen 

final: endgiiltig; finality: Endgiiltigheit 
finitization: Verendlichung 

finitude: Endlichkeit 

follow on: folgen 

forgetting: Vergessenheit 

freedom: Fretheit 

fundamental law: Grundgesetz 


genuine (authentic): eigentlich 
given: gegeben 

God: Gott 

guideline: Leitfaden 


historical: geschichtlich 
history: Geschichte 
hold oneself: sich halten 
human: menschlich 
humanity: Menschheit 


idea: Idee 

idea-formation: Ideenbildung 
illuminate: erhellen 

illumination (brightness): Helle 
individualization: Vereinzelung 
individualize: vereinzeln 

infinity: Unendlichkeit 

intention: Absicht 
intra-temporal, the: das Innerzeitige 
tra-temporality: Innerzeitigheit 
intuition: Anschauung 


knowledge: Erkenntnis 


leading question: Leitfrage 
living being: Lebewesen 


‘man: Mensch 
manifest: offenbar 
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manifestness: Offenbarkeit 
materiality: Stofflichkeit 
modifications: dbwandlungen 
multiplicity: Mannigfaltigheit 


occur: geschehen 

occurrence: Geschehen, Geschehnis 
occurrence of Being: Seinsgeschehnis 
originary: anfanglich 

ought: sollen; the ought: das Sollen 
ownmost: eigen 


past: Vergangenheit 

perceive: wahrnehmen 

perception: Wahrnehmung 

permanence: Beharrlichkeit 

person: Person; being a person: Personsein 
personality: Persénlichkeit 

power (faculty): Vermigen 

preconceptual: vorbegrifflich 


presence: Vorhandensein, Vorhandenheit (both = being-present); 


Anwesenheit, Gegenwart 
present: vorhanden 
presentation: Darstellung 
pre-understanding: Vorverstiéindnis 
primal activity: Urhandlung 
primordial: ursprunglich 
principle: Grundsatz 
process: Vorgang 
producedness: Hergestellthett 
producing: Herstellen 
project: aufwerfen 
proper: eigentlich 


questionability: Fraglichkeit 
questionable: fraglich 
questionworthiness: Fragwiirdigkeit 


rational being: Vernunfiwesen 
reality: Realitat; the real: das Reale 


English-German Glossary 


reason: Fernunfi 

reasonable (rational): verniinftige 

receiving acceptance: empfangendes Hinnehmen 
reflection: Besinnung 

relatedness: Bezogenheit 

relation (relationship): Beziehung, Verhéltnis 
relationality: Verhdltnishaftigkeit 

represent: vorstellen 

representation: Vorstellung 

running ahead: Vorangehen 


science: Wissenschaft 

scientific: wissenschafilich 
self-abidingness: Beisichselbstsein 
self-determination: Selbstbestimmung 
self-legislation: Selbstgeseztgebung 
self-responsibility: Selbstverantwortlichkeit 
sensibility: Sinnlichkeit 

sensory: sinnlich 

sequence (series, succession): Reihe, Abfolge 
simplex: das Einfache 

simultaneity: Zugleichsein, Simultaneitit 
so-being: Sosein 

state (condition): Zustand 

steadfast silence: Stillhalten 
structuration: Gliederung 

substance: Substanz 

substantiality: Substanzialitét 
substantive content: Sachgehalt 
substantive context: Sachzusammenhang 
succession: Abfolge, Nacheinander 
summation: Inbegriff 


temporal: zeitlich 
temporal determinatio: 
temporal relatio 
temporal succession: Zei 
temporality: Zeitlichkeit 
there-being: Da-sein 
there-standingness: Da-stehendheit 


: Zeitbestimmung 
verhiiltnisse 
tfolge 
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thought: Denken 

time: Zeit 

transform: verwandeln 
transformation: Verwandlung 


ultimate: letzte 

unconditioned: unbedingt; the unconditioned: das Unbedingte 
uncoveredness: Entdecktheit 

uncovering: entdeckend 

un-deconcealment: Un-enthorgenheit 
understanding: Verstand 

understanding of Being: Seinsverstdndnis 
undifferentiated character: Unterscheidungslosigkeit 
unfolding: Entfaltung 

unhiddenness: Unverborgenheit 

unveiling: enthiillend 


vulgar: vulgdr 


what-being: Wassein 
what-content: Wasgehalt 
will: Wille 

willing: das Wollen 
will-governed: willentlich 
world: Welt 

world-entity: Weltwesen 


GREEK-ENGLISH GLOSSARY 


ἀγαθός: good 
ἀδιαίρετος: indivisible 


ἀληθεύειν: to uncover 

Gin One: true, deconcealed 
ἁπλοῦν: simple 

ἀπουσία: absence 

ἀρχῆ: principle 
ἀσύνθετος: non-composite 


διάνοια: thought 
δύναμις: possibility, potentiality 


εἶδος: look, form 
εἶναι: being 

ἐνέργεια: actuality 
ἐπιστήμη: knowledge 
ἔργον: work 


θεωρία: contemplation 


: idea 
κατηγορίαι: categories 


λόγος: speech, discourse 


s: intellect, mind 
οὐσία: being, substance 
παρουσία: presence 


πράγματα: things 
πρᾶξις: praxis, practice 
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συγκείμενος: composite 
συμβεβηκός: accidental 


ὕλη: matter 
ὑποκείμενον: what underlies 


ὑπομένον: what stays the same 


ψεῦδης: false, distorted 


